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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 
ESTABLISHED 1844, 


BONUS, 1889. 


Valuation made on very stringent basis. 

Bonus declared equivalent on the average to an addition of £2 12s. per 
cent. per annum on the sum assured, or £2 4s. on sum assured and 
previous bonuses. 














PREMIUM INCOME ose ove ove ove « £186,842 
ASSETS oo ose ore oon ove ove ove £2,315,035 
EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT... ove £9,912 





Whole World Policies granted free of charge in most cases. 
Lapsed Policies Revived on very easy terms, 

Reversions Purchased. 

Full information will be given on application to 


G@. W. BERRIDGE, Actuary ard Secretary. 


THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE BANK, LIMITED. 








AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 
SUBSCRIBED, £500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 


With power to increase. 
HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, EC. 





Bankers—Messrs. MARTIN & OO. 
Offices at Buenos Ayres—486, PIEDAD. 


Depotits received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest 
to be ascertained on application. 
The present rates are 44 per cent, for one year, 5 per cent, for two or three 


ears. 
. Letters of Credit, Bills of Exchange, and Cable Transfers issued. 


Bills payable in the Argentine Republic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent 
ne soph oem EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 









TOTAL ASSETS, 


£ 2,372,277. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor’ 
The Right Hon, Lord COLERIDGS, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr, Justice KEKEWIOH, 
Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.C.L, 
YREDERIOK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Eeq 





Cases Reported this Week. 


t Riding of Yorkshire Per- 
“panent Benefit Building Society, 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. 
Apderten and Milner’s Contract, 
Re Ashwin ...... 605 


seen eeneeeenseeeescesces 








In the Weekly Reporter. 


Curtis v. The Kesteven County 
Council 694 

De Francesco vy. Barnum ........--+-.+. 694 

— and Midlands Railway ot 


Lord Egmont’s Settied Estates, Re 692 











May, Re. Crawford v. May..........+ 693 : 

New Ohile Gold Mining Co.. Re ... 695 re, 

Palmer, Re. Palmer v. wick... 692 | Perkins, In re, Ex parte 
Wadsworth’s Trusts, Re .........+.-+« 692 Santa Barbara Mining Co. ... ..... 110 





Walters v. Sin Manufacturin; Smitb, Ex parte, In re Smith & 
Co ss 3 S 60s | “Sons - 
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VOL. XXXIV., No. 41. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, AUGUST 9, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s unpErstoop that the judges were to meet on Friday 
(yesterday) to consider the Supreme Court of Judicature (Proce- 
dure) Bill, which either has already, or will shortly, receive the 
Royal Assent. 





On Tavaspay last all that remained of the thirty-five actions 
transferred to Lord Justice Fry, to be tried by him as an additional 
judge of the Chancery Division, were comprised in the day’s 
list, and the learned judge will leave few or none of these 
undisposed of, 





A rtransrer of 110 actions to Mr. Justice Kexewicn, for the 
purposs only of trial or hearing, is in course of preparation. Tt irty 
of these will be taken from the list of Mr. Justice Currry, and 
forty each from the lists of Mr. Justice Nonrn and Mr. Justice 
Sriztine. A list of actions from which these will be taken will be 
exhibited in room 136 in the customary manner before the order of 
transfer is finally eettled. 





On TvespaY last Mr. Justice Norra delivered judgment in the 
case of Baker v. Rawson, to which we referred last week. This 
was a rather important trade-mark case, which occupied nineteen 
days in the hearing, and in which judgment was reserved on the 
17th of December, 1889. 





Tue witness actioxs in the lists of the five judges of the 
Chancery Division at the commencement of the sittings numbered 
460, and there were set down during the sittings 187, making a 
totel of 647. During the sittings 100 have been disposed of, not 
including those heard by Lord Justice Frr, so that the number of 
actions of this class, even if account be taken of those which are 
compromised, &c., will probably not be much less than 500 at the 
commencement of the Michaelmas sittings, and to these must be 
added the number set down during the vacation. 





Mr. Banox Huvppteston has beaten the record of the Vice- 
Chancellor who granted an injunction while bathing, He has 
charged a grand jury from his bed. At Lewes, on Wedneeday, he 
had a severe attack of gout, and, finding that the terms of the 
Commission of Assize provided for the holding of the assizes “at 
such places and times as you may epoeiat the learned judge 
appointed his “bedroom”; and, as the Times a ute it, 
‘the high sheriff, attended by the under-sheriffs the chaplain 
and the clerk of assize, and followed by twenty three gentlemen 
of the couely See Te Seas a's } gs, and 
were ushered upstairs to the judge’s bedroom. ‘he high sheriff, 
with the two under-sheriffs, stood at the head of the bed on one 
side, and the clerk of assize on the other, ard the gentlemen of 
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the grand jury were ranged round the foot and sides of the bed. 
The usual formalities were then gone through, the commission was 
read, the names of the grand jurors were read over and they 
answered, and they were sworn in due form, and then the learned 
Baron proceeded to charge them from his bed with his usual 
skill, clearness, and facility.” He appears to have invited repre- 
sentatives of the press and the general public to come in and share 
the spacious accommodation afforded by the bedroom. Some details 
are unfortunately omitted in the Zémes’ reporter’s graphic descrip- 
tion. Did the learned judge charge in his wig or in his nightcap? 
Was he robed in ermine or in bis ordinary night gear? And was 
the seat of justice a grand old four-poster, or an ignominious 
structure of iron and brass ? 





Mr. Commisstoner Keen appears to have been airing the long ex- 
pleded failacy, first propounded we believe by Lord Cocksurn in a 
Scotch case, that ‘‘ the law of England allows each dog to have one 
worry with impunity.” The Commissioner, whose researches do 
not appear to have extended beyond this case, is reported to have 
said in Burley vy. Collinson, on Tuesday, “that the law of this 
country was that dogs and horses were allowed one bite and no 
more. The defendant’s horee had had his bite, for which his 
master was not responsible in law. That, he thought, was an ex- 
traordinary state of matters; but there it was, and the plaintiff 
must abide by it. Judgment must be entered for the defendant 
with costs.” It is not the fact that dogs are allowed one bite with 
impunity. If the Commissioner had referred to Worth v. Gil- 
ling (L. R. 2 C. P. 1) he would have found that, according to the 
law of this country, it is not necessary, in order to sustain an action 
against a person for negligently keeping a ferocious dog, to shew 
that the animal had actually bitten another person before it bit the 
plaintiff. As Eretz, C.J., said in that case, “if the evidence 
shewed the animal to be of a fierce and savage nature, and that it 
had on former occasions evinced an inclination to bite, that will be 
enough to sustain the action.” There seems, however, to have 
been no evidence in the recent case of the savage disposition of the 
horse which bit the plaintiff, and the decision was probably correct, 
but the Commissioner’s enunciation of the law was lamentably in- 
correct. 





In tne case of Re the Earl of Radnor, deceased, the Court 
of Appeal have affirmed the recent decision of Currry, J. (ante, 
p- 676), the Master of the Rolls adopting the remark made 
by that learned judge as to the principle on which the court 
should exercise its discretion in sanctioning sales of heirlooms under 
section 37 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. That section provides 
(sub-section 11) that, where personal chattels are settled on trust 
so as to devolve with Jand until a tenant in tail, by purchase, is 
born or attains the age of 21 yearr, or so as otherwise to vest in 
some person becoming entitled to an estate of freehold of inherit- 
ance in the land, a tenant for life of the land may sell the chattels 
orany of them. And by sub-rection (3) the sale is not to be made 
without an order of the court. There sre, thus, two authorities 
who have co-ordinate power in the matter, the tenant for life, who 
takes the initiative, and the court whose concurrence is necessary 
before any sale can be carried out. With regard to the manner in 
which the tenant for life should exercise his discretion, no direc- 
tion is given except such as can be gathered from section 53, accord- 
ing to which a tenant for life, in exercising any power under the 
Act, is to have regard to the interests of all parties entitled under 
the settlement, and is to be deemed to be in the position of a trustee 
for them. Hence it is his duty, as the Master of the Rolls 
pointed out, to act in exactly the same manner as an honest, 
independent trustee would do. The position of the court was 
described as being exactly timilar. In each case the circumstances 
of the family are to be taken into consideration, and a discretion 
with regard to them exercised. Consequently, as might be 
supposed, no general rules can be laid down, except that special 
attention is to be paid to the requirements of the owner in posses- 
sion and his immediate successor. The practical outcome seems to 
be that, where the family estates are not sufficient to enable the 
tenant for life to keep up his position and to make proper allow- 
ances to his children, he will be permitted to turn valuable heir- 
looms into money. The persons entitled in remainder wiil still 
have the chance of enjoying the income of the money, but as to 








their desire to keep the articles in specie, this was dismissed as 
matter of mere sentiment. It should be noticed, however, that the 
sale proposed in the present case affected only three pictures out of 
nearly three hundred. An application was made last week to the 
Court of Appeal to have the case heard in camerd as it involved 
family matters, but was at once dismissed. After having ascer- 
tained that it was not a matter affecting infants, Lord Esuer 
observed that publicity was a necessary incident in litigation. 





A Brit has been making rapid progress through Parliament, 
which may have somewhat serious consequences for mortgagees of 
farms under existing mortgages. As originally introduced, this Bill 
(the Tenants’ Compensation Bill) simply provided that, ‘‘ Where 
compeneation is due to the tenant under the sections relating 
thereto of the principal Acts [the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, 
and the Allotments, &c. (Compensation for Crops), Act, 1887], 
such compensation, save as hereinafter provided, shall in all cases 
be a first charge upon the holding, any contracts with a mortgagee 
arising under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, or the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, notwithstanding.” As it reached the House cf Lords, 
the Bill provided that, where a person occupies land under a 
contract of tenancy with the mortgagor, whether made before or 
after the passing of this Act, which is not binding on the mort- 
gagee of such land, then— 

**(1.) The occupier shall, as against the mortgagee who taker posses- 
sion, be entitled to any compensation which is, or would but for 
the mortgagee taking possession be due to the occupier from the 
mortgagor as respects crops, improvements, tillages, or other 
matters connected with the land, whether under the principal Acts 
or the custom of the country, or otherwise ; provided that apy sum 
ascertained to be due to the occupier for such compensation or for 
apy costs connected therewith, may be set off against any rent or 
other sum due from him in respect of the land, and recovered as 
compensation under the principal Acts, but unless so set off shall, 
as against the mortgagee, be charged and recovered in accordance 
only with section thirty-one of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1883, as if the mortgagee were the landlord within the meaning of 
that section. 

‘*(2.) Before the mortgagee deprives the occupier of possession of the 
land otherwise than in accordance with the said contract, he shall 
give to the occupier ¢hrce months’ notice in writing of his intention 
so to deprive him, and if he so deprives him compensation shall be 
due to the occupier for his crops, and for any expenditure which 
he has made in the expectation of holding the land for the full 
term of his contract of tenancy, and for which he has not been 
recouped, and euch compensation shall be determined in like 
manner as compeneation under the — Acts, and shall be 
set off, charged, and recovered in manner before provided in this 
section.” 

This is a most important alteration of the law, and, although the 
old rule might occasionally work hardship to the tenant, we 
question whether the rights of mortgagees under existing mort- 
gages should be altered in this way. In the case of a large farm, 
the tenant’s compensation, under the Agricultural Holdings Act 
and the custom of the country, often amounts to a considerable sum, 
and the mortgagee’s security will be proportionately diminished. 
We observe that on Tuesday the Bill came before the Standing 
Committee of the House of Lords, when Lord Brauwett presented 
a letter from the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, urging 
objections to the Bill. The only alteration made in compliance 
with their objections appears, however, to have been the substitu- 
tion of the words “agreements sanctioned by the principal Acts” 
for the words “‘ or otherwise” printed above in italics. The length 
of notice required by sub-clause 2 was increased to six months. 
We take it that the Bill is certain to pase, and, in future, all ad- 


vances on mortgage of farms will have to be calculated subject © 


to the liability of the mortgagee, in case he enters into posses- 
sion, to pay compensation to the tenant. 





A corresponpent kindly sends us the following:—It may 
interest your readers to know that the present Law List contains 
the names of no less than ninety-nine solicitors practising in 
London alone, who have been admitted upwards of fifty years, 
fourteen having been admitted more than sixty years. The one 
who has been longest ia practice is Mr. Joun Iie, of Bedford- 
row, who was admitted in 1821. These are, of course, only the 
solicitors who still take out certificates, and when to these are added 
the numbers who hve retired, it can hardly be contended that the 
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practice of the err of a solicitor is inimical to longevity. 
Curiously enough, at the time we received this note, we had a 


somewhat similar communication from another correspondent, 
addicted to statistics, with regard to the judges. He says:— 
“‘ Although it is notorious that a lawyer must be endowed with a 
good constitution to enable him to arrive at the bench, it seems 
to be equally well established that the work of a judge is not 
unhealthy. From the list of the present bench of judges, which 
I enclose, it will be seen that as many as nineteen of the twenty- 
eight judges there enumerated are of the age of sixty years or 
upwards, and that the age of four of that number exceeds seventy. 
It will also be seen that as many as seven judges have served that 
office for fifteen years or upwards.” The table enclosed by our 
correspondent is as follows [we have not been able in all cases to 
check the ages given] :— : 
When first raised to Age in 


the Bench. 1890. 
Bowen, Lord Justice . . ve +» 1882 o> =55 
Burr, Mr. Justice ee 1883 «« 60 
Cave, Mr. Justice 1881 op 6 
Cuantes, Mr. Justice. . 1887 Py 
Curry, Mr. Justice .. - s+ 1881 ++ 62 
Corzrmper, Lord, Lord Chief Justice 1873 a 
Corton, Lord Justice wie oe alee ee 69 
Day, Mr. Justice es ee 1882 oe 64 
Denman, Mr. Justice .. és oo 1633 oe 671 
Esuer, Lord (Master of the Rolls) .. 1868 wa 8 
Fry, Lord Justice .. oe oe;, AOee ne ce 
Grantuam, Mr. Justice 1886 os OS 
Hawnen, Sir James 1868 oe 60 
Hawkins, Mr. Justice . 1876 «- 78 
Houppreston, Mr. Baron os -» 1875 -» 7 
Kay, Mr. Justice .. “e -» 1881 o- 68 
Kexewicu, Mr. Justice ne -» -1886 -. 58 
Lawrance, Mr. Justice ite -. 1890 soe 
Linptey, Lord Justice oe -. 1875 ee 62 
Lorgs, Lord Justice .. ee -. 1876 oe 63 
Matuew, Mr. Justice. . ee »» 1881 «+ 60 
Nonxtu, Mr. Justice ., ee -» 1881 +» 60 
Pottock, Mr. Baron .. ee -. 1878 oc 67 
Sain, A. L., Mr. Justice .. -» 1883 a. 54 
Sreruen, Mr. Justice oe oe 1879 o. 61 
Srretine, Mr. Justice. . es -. 1886 o & 
Writtrams, Mr, Justice oe ee 1890 ee 
Wuts, Mr. Justice ., oe «. 1884 os 62 





In re cask of De Francisco v. Barnum (reported elsewhere), 
Fry, L.J., had to decide whether indentures of apprenticeship entered 
into between a dancing-master and two infants, who wished to be 
trained for ballet-dancing, were valid. It is, of course, recognized 
that an infant may enter into a contract that is beneficial to him, and 
contracts of service, or of apprenticeship whereby he is taught a 
trade, are in general of this nature. It may happen, however, 
that special stipulations in them are so adverse to the interest of 
the infant as to turn the balance of benefit too much on the 
master’s side, and then the whole contract is treated as invalid. In 
the present instance the court found fault with two stipulations ; 
one, that the dancing-master, whose business it was to provide 
dancing for public entertainments, might take the girls abroad, 
either to the colonies or to foreign countries ; and the other, that 
they should not accept any engagement without his permission in 
writing. For engagements which they enjoyed under him a 
remuneration, calculated at fixed rates for each performance, was 
to be paid, but he was not in any way bound to provide such 
engagements. As to the former condition, there appears to be no 
authority, but it must now be recognized as improper, unless, 
indeed, evidence can be produced that no apprenticeship of 
the kind could be obtained without it. In this case Y, 
L.J., intimated that he might have been induced to sanction 
it. Possibly the necessities of the profession of ballet-dancing 
might meke it not so unreasonab’e as it appeared to the court. 
Sir Jamzs Hawnen has recently acted, without any evidence at all, 
upon the principle that the theatrical world has customs of its 
own quite different to those which govern the conduct of ordinary 
mo But, as to the wages, several decisions have been given. 








In vy. Lord (12 Q. B. 757) a contract specifying the wages, 
sah saehiing the andendnstattan ood ereeaematente 
the wages during i 
beneficial to the infant. J. : 
agreement to serve for wages may be for the infant’s benefit; but 
an agreement which compels him to serve at all times during the 
term, but leaves the master free to stop his work and his wages 
whenever he ag - do ° cannot reOB De ge as ees am 
the servant.” "In Leslie v. Fitzpatrick (3 . D. 229) a i 
that the agreement might be terminated, and the infant di 

upon a diminution in the master’s business through strikes or 
certain other events, was held to be at any rate not void on the 
face of it, the question of its i ing upon the 
usual terms of labour contracts and the condition of trade at 
the time of execution. On the other hand,in Meakin y. Morris 
(12 Q. B. D. 352) a provision for cesser of wages during strikes 
was held to be clearly bad, although ission was given to the 
apprentice to find employment at such times elsewhere. The first 
~ third of these cases dry’ ae cg it Aus contemplated “— 
regular wages are to be paid, stipulations for temporary stoppage 
them will make the contract invalid. But the second cease 
suggests that the true principle is to cousider the circumstsuces of 
each case and the conditions of the trade in question, and Lord 
Justice Fry seems to have had such a principle in mind which he 
pointed out that no evidence as to the terms on which ballet- 
dancers’ indentures could be obtained had been submitted to him. 
If it bad been, the circumstance of the master’s — being 
intermittent, as may be supposed to be the case with caterers for 
public entertainment, might then have been held to justify the 
imposition of a similar drawback on the infant’s wages. 





In tue casz of Re Lord Egmont’s Settled Estates (reported 
elsewhere) it was decided by the Court of Appeal that where the 
owner of an improvement rent-charge declines to allow it to be 
redeemed except upon payment of a bonus, and the rent-charge 
is of the nature mentioned in the Settled Land Acts Amend- 
ment Act, 1887, capital moneys in the hands of the trustees of 
the settlement may be applied in payment, not only of the 
unpaid capital, but also of the bonus. The court incidentally 
disapproved of that part of the decision in Re Lord Sudeley’s 
Settled Estates (36 W. R. 162; 37 Ch. D. 123) which declared 
that capital moneys ought not to be applied in payment of such 
part of i> eabaliame as represented interest. The court pro- 
ceeded on the words of the Act of 1887—“‘any capital moneys 
applied in redeeming the rent-charge,” &c., and held that they 
meant that capital moneys might be expended in payment of what 
was necessary for the redemption of the rent-charge; in other 
words, of what the owner was reasonably willing to take for the 
redemption of the rent-charge. 








APPEALS IN CASES OF HABEAS CORPUS. 


In deciding the Brett Cox ritual case the House of Lords have 
left untouched the nice points as to the writ de contumace capiendo 
which awaited solution, and have confined themselves to the more 
useful task of determining whether any appeal Jies from an order 
made upon an application for a writ of habeas corpus. It is 
admitted that before the Judicature - no such i ps 
anything equivalent to it, was open to the party at whose suit the 
imprisonment had been effected. Oa the hes hand, the prisoner, 
if his application had been refused by any one court or judge, 
could have recourse to any other court or judge exercising an 
independent jurisdiction, and was entitled to a fresh hearing of 
his case. With regard to this practice Parxe, B., in delivering 
the ay ay of the Court of Exchequer in Er parle Partington 
13 M. & W. 679) said :—“ This case has been before the 
urt of Queen’s Bench on the return of a corpus, and 
before my Lord Chief Baron at chambers, on a subsequent appli- 
cation for a similar writ. In both instances the discharge was 
refused. The defendant, however, has the right to the opinion of 
every court as to the propriety of his im and therefore 
we have thought it proper to examine tively the provisions of 
the statute, without considering ourselves as concluded by 
decisions.” Such being the former state of the law, the question 
whether any appeal has been introduced by the general 


=f 












688 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


Aug, 9, 1890. 








of section 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873. This provides that the 
Court of Appeal shall have ‘‘juriediction and power to hear and 
determine appeals from any judgment or order, save as hereinafter 
mentioned, of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice, or of any 
judges or judge thereof.” And the final clause of the section 
enacts that “for all the purposes of and incidental to the hearing 
and determination of any appeal within its jurisdiction, and the 
amendment, execution, and enforcement of any judgment or order 
made on any such appeal . the said Court of Appeal shall 
have all the power, authority, and jurisdiction by this Act vested 
in the High Court of Justice.” This provision is further explained 
by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 58, r. 4, under which the Court of Appeal 
has power to “‘ make any order which ought to have been made, 
and to make such further or other order as the nature of the case 
may require.” The exceptions as to matters not appealable, or 
only appealable by special leave, referred to in section 19, are con- 
tained in sections 45, 47, 49, and 50 of the same Act. They 
include appesls from inferior courts to the High Court (section 
45), any criminal cause or matter (section 47), orders by consent 
or as to costs (section 49), and orders made by the High Court 
reviewing an order made in chambers (section 50). 

It is thus plain, according to the terms of the enactments, that 
all matters are appealable except those expressly excepted, and 
that the exceptions contain no allusion to orders made or applica- 
tions for a writ of habeas corpus. Moreover, the Court of Appeal 
has vested in it, in regard to the making of orders, all the powers 
of the High Court, and can make on the hearing of the appeal the 
order which ought to have been made originally. Hence, when 
Mr. Cox’s case came before the Court of Appeal, upon the appeal 
of his opponent against the order for his discharge made by the 
Divisional Court, no doubt was felt about the jurisdiction to enter- 
tain it. It was assumed that an appeal could be brought by the 
ptisoner against an order refusing his discharge. This was a point 
which Mr. Cox’s counsel were naturally ready to admit, and 
though such an appeal might be intended to take the place of the 
old journey from court to court—supposing this to be no longer 
possible—yet, as the Master of the Rolls pointed out, it must 

on the words of the Judicature Act, and it was thought im- 
possible to use them in favour of the prisoner and yet against his 
adversary. As to the question that, even if an appeal was possible, 
it was very doubtful whether an order could be made which would 
have any effect, this was a matter which the Court of Appeal did 
not regard as concerning them. Lord Esuer said: ‘‘ What the 
result of this decision may be I do not know. I do not think it is 
our business to consider that. All we can do is to allow the 

and set sside the order of the court below. Whether the 
result is that Mr. Cox can be re-arrested I give no opinion.” 

The House of Lords, however, have decided that there is no 
appeal against an order whereby the prisoner regains his liberty, at 
the eame time expressly reserving the question as to an appeal by 
the prisoner from sn order refusing his discharge. As usual, when 
judgments of this importance are delivered by the ultimate Court 
of Appeal, it is easier to state the result than the reasons by which 
it was supported. The leading judgments of the majority were 
delivered by the Lord Chancellor, Lord Bramwert, and Lord 
Hrnscurit, and were based on varying considerations. Decidedly 
the most prominent was the point which the Court of Appeal had 
treated so lightly—namely, the necessary, or, at any rate, probable, 
futility of any order which they might make. This was most 
carefally dealt with in the judgment of Lord Hxxscuett, who 
examined in detail the various devices which had been suggested 
for the recaptare of Mr. Cox, and pronounced each to be 
impracticable. The sheriff could not retake under the 
original writ de contwmace capiendo, a writ de contumace 
recapiendo would not, after a discharge by a court of com- 
petent jurisdiction, bo applicable, and a new writ de con- 
tumace capiendo under the old significavit could not be issued. 
Buch being the case, it was realized more clearly than had been 
done in the Court of Appeal that to adopt the literal meaning of 
the words of section 19 would lead to an absurdity, and on 
opening was made for the application of the principle that to 
avoid such a result the literal meaning of words must be modified, 
and their generality restricted. The special circumstances of the 
case seem to have bw ow borg’ ig ng - spite of Lord Frexy’s 
protest against introducing into the Jadicature Act any other 
exceptions than those expressly mentioned. Moreover, he did not 








admit that no means of re-arrest existed, though he was unable to 
decide what these might be. 

But while it is thus settled that there is no appeal as against 
the prisoner, the possibility of an appeal by him is left to be 
settled by future a. The Court of Appeal can discharge him 
as effectually as the High Court could do, and in the above reasoning 
there is nothing to shew that an appeal by him could not be enter- 
tained. The Lord Chancellor and Lord Bramwett, however, 
introduced considerations which will make the solution of this 
question a matter of considerable difficulty when it arises. 
Neither of them was so clear as Lord Henscuett, that there was no 
power of re-arrest, and, although they leaned strongly in this 
direction, they did not decide that a judgment of the Court of 
Appeal must necessarily be futile. It was incumbent upon 
them, therefore, further to fortify their judgments, and, apart 
from the reasons assigned by the Lord Chancellor for as- 
suming that the framers of the Judicature Act had no 
intention to interfere with the statutory procedure on habeas 
corpus, they did this by raising doubts whether applications 
in connection with the writ were in their nature sppeal- 
able. The Lord Chancellor assumed, though without apparently 
suggesting any reason, that section 19-could only apply where 
there were two parties, each with adverse interests, whom the 
Court of Appeal would be bound to hear. There is, of course, no 
hint of anything of the kind in the words of the section, and if 
this is so, it follows equally that the prisoner cannot appeal. 
Lord Bramwett has a dark suspicion that a court or a judge 
making an order on an application for a habeas corpus is not acting 
as a court, or as a judge of a court of judicature at all. In 
other words, they are not administering justice ; but what, in his 
view, they are doing is a mystery, and is likely to remain so. It 
is probable that when an appeal is brought by a prisoner these 
doubts will throw considerable difficulty in the way of the judge 
who has to decide the matter. At the same time, inasmuch as 
they were but minor points, and the argument drawn from futility 
was the one upon which the decision was mainly based, it may be 
safe to anticipate that, as this does not apply to the prisoner, he 
will retain the right of appeal conferred upon him by the general 
words of section 19. It is difficult to see how matters of habeas 
corpus are to be excluded from its operation altogether, and such a 
violation of its provisions can hardly be justified when it is no 
longer necessary in order to avoid absurdity. 





= 





ON THE MEANING OF “LAND” IN ACTS OF 
PARLIAMENT. 


‘“‘ Lanny” in its common legal meaning includes the surface of the 
soil and everything above and below it. See the cases collected 
Elph. N. & C. Interp. s. v. ‘‘Land,” Stroud Jud. Dict.; ». 
v. “Land.” In other words, it means “corporeal hereditaments,” 
and does not include incorporeal hereditaments. 

The reader may ask, how is it that by a grant of “land” 
incorporeal rights, such as easements or profits @ prendre, can pass 
if they are not included in the word “‘land”? The answer 
appears to be the following. Although it is commonly, and 
correctly, said that a right of this nature passes by a conveyance of 
the land, at the common law if it is strictly appurtenant to the 
land (see Interp. 186], and by the effect of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, if the conveyance is after 1881 and the right is ‘‘ usually 
enjoyed with” the Jand, it is not correct to say that it passes as 
part of the land. In the former case it passes with the land 
because it is a right which is capable of being exercised by every 
successive owner of the land, no matter by what means he acquires 
the ownership, in the latter case it passes because the Act provides 
that a conveyance of land shall operate to conwy the right with 
the land. There are some few cases in which the circumstances 
or the context shew that the word “land,’’ even in a deed before 
1882, was intended to pass an inecorporeal right not strictly 
appurtenant to the land: Interp. 196. 

It will be observed that the legal meaning of “land” very 
closely corres with its popular meaning. If a man speaks of 
‘*my land” he means his land with the houses above and the 
minerals below the surface, with all rights that, as owner of the 
land, he enjoys over his neighbour's land. But he does not mean 
a right in gross over his nvighbour’s land such as a right of fishing. 
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The word “land” is sometimes, though rarely, used in contradis- 
tinction to houses—e.g., in the General Lighting and Watching Act 
(3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 90), and the Metropolis Local mt Acts 
Amendment Act (25 & 26 Vict. c. 102), s. 77. This fact, perhaps, 
is the reason for the somewhat strange definition of ‘‘ land” in the 
Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63) 8. 3. ‘‘In every 
Act passed after the year 1850 the expression ‘land’ 
shall, unless the contrary intention appears, include messuages, 
tenements and hereditaments, houses and buildings of any tenure ” 
This is practically a re-enactment of the definition of “land” in 
Brougham’s Act (13 & 14 Vict. c. 21), s. 4. 

Two questions of importance arise under this definition. 

First, Does “land” include leaseholds ? 

Secondly, Does ‘‘ land” include incorporeal hereditaments ? 

Mr. Cuatuis(R. P. 36, et seg. ; Hood & Challis’ Conv., &., Acts, 
2) is of opinion that leaseholds are not included in this definition. 
A writer in the Zaw Quarterly Review, under the initials 
“H. W. E.,” vol. 5, p. 326, endeavours to prove that leaseholds 
are comprised in the word ‘‘tenements.” He is answered by Mr. 
Cuatuis in vol. 6, p. 69. Without discussing the refined argu- 
ments by which the two learned writers endeavour to establish the 
propositions for which they respectively contend, we may say that, 
in our opinion, it is settled law that leaseholds for years are com- 
prised in the word ‘‘tenements.” Perhaps, with greater correct- 
ness, we should say ‘‘ may be comprised,” for the meaning of a 
word in an Act of Parliament may, as in other instruments, be 
modified by the circumstances or the context. 

The settled meaning of the word “hereditaments” is to denote 
such things as may be the subject-matter of inheritance, but not 
the inheritance itself (see Co. Litt., 6a, 16b; Moor v. Dunn, 2 
Bos. & Pul., at p. 251; Canning v. Oanning, Mosel. 240; Lloyd 
vy. Jones, 6 C. B. 81; Challis R. P. 38). Hence, even if leaseholds 
are not included in the word ‘‘ tenements,” they are in the word 
‘‘ hereditaments,”’ and therefore in ‘‘land” as used in an Act of 
Parliament (see Tomkins v. Jones, 22 Q. B. D. 599). 

The word “hereditaments” also comprises certain incorporeal 
rights commonly called ‘‘incorporeal hereditaments.” These com- 
prise hereditary peerages. Mr. Cuatuis is of opinion that these 
should be confined to territorial baronies or peerages titular of a 
place (but see Rex vy. Knollys, Salk. 509; Harl Ferrer’s case, 2 
Ed. 373), baronetcies, certain ancient offices (16 Vin. 109, 
“‘ Offices”’ E), such as the stewardship of a manor, advowsons 
in gross, certain royal franchises (such as a court leet or a market), 
rent-charges, profits @ prendre in gross, tithes (32 Hen. 8, c. 7), 
shares in the New River and certain similar undertakings (see 
Challis R. P., at p. 39). It follows that where, in an Act of 
Parliament, “land” is used in its strict meaning, it includes 
incorporeal hereditaments. It is hardly necessary to repeat that 
either the circumstances or the context may shew that in any Act, 
or even in a particular section of an Act, some incorporeal here- 
ditament is intended not to be included in the word “land.” 

For instance, in the Settled Land Act, 1882, “land” includes 
incorporeal hereditaments, and when personal chattels are settled 
in trust so as to devolve with ‘‘land,” certain consequences follow. 
It has been decided that a baronetcy, which is an incorporeal 
hereditament, is ‘‘ land” within the meaning of the Act, and that, 
therefore, where chattels are settled so as to develve with a 
baronetcy, the same consequences follow as if they were settled so 
as to devolve with land. But it would be absurd to suppose that 
a baronetcy is ‘‘land”’ within the meaning of the clauses giving 
power to sell settled land. 

Easements are not tenements, and the question whether they are 
included in the statutory definition of “land” depends upon 
whether they are ‘‘ hereditaments.” Mr. Cuatuis says (Hood & 
Challis, 189) :—‘‘ Easements are not incorporeal hereditaments, but 
rights appurtenant to corporeal hereditaments.” If this view is 
correct, easements are not included in the statutory definition of 
‘‘land.”” The learned editors of Dart’s V. and P. (6th ed., 160) 
are even of opinion that “land” in the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874 (an Act to which the statutory definition of “‘land” applies), 
does not include any incorporeal hereditaments. They say :—‘‘ It 
is conceived that section 1 of 37 & 38 Vict. o. 78 [the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act], which in terms only yoy to a contract for 
sale of land, cannot apply to a contract for the sale of incorporeal 
hereditaments like tithes”; they give, however, no reason for this 


opinion. 


Both these questions are put at rest by Jones v. Watts (43 Ch. 
D. 575), which decided, first, that a right of way is a heredita- 
ment, and, , that “land” in the Vendor and Purchaser Act 
relates to rights of way, because they are hereditaments—in other 
words, that incorporeal hereditaments are included in “land” in 
that Act; a construction of the Act which was suggested in 33 
Sorrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 716. 


There are a few other things which are, strictly ing, in- 
cluded in the term “‘ hereditaments,” and which, may be 


included in the word “land ” as used in an Act of Parliament. 
First, there are some few chattels which descend to the heir 
together with land, either by common law or local custom, and 
therefore hereditaments. At common law, deer in a la 
unless thoy have been reclaimed, fish in a pond, rabbits i 
an 


: 


in a 
warren, doves in a dovecot, muniments of title of estate of 
inheritance pass in this manner. i at least, so it is said in 
the books (see Co. Litt. 18b), but we have been unable to find any 
instance at the present day where the enjoyment of chattels is 
annexed to land or a house by special local custom, in which case 
they are called heirlooms. 

It will of course be observed that chattels settled so as to 
devolve with real estate, and commonly called heirlooms, are not 


heirlooms in the strict sense of the word, and are not heredita- 


ments. 

Secondly, ‘‘the phrase hereditaments personal (or personal 
hereditaments) includes certain inheritable rights, either having no 
connection with lands, such as a persons! annuity granted for an 
estate of inheritance: Turner v. Turner (Ambl. 776); or having a 
connection which implies no participation either in the land or its 
profits; also annuities granted in fee by the Crown out of the 
Barbados Duties: see Earl of Stafford v. Buckley (2 Ves. sen. 
170) ; and certain other annuities charged upon public revenue: 
see Lady Holdernesse.v. Marquis of Oarmarthen (1 Bro. C. C. 
377); and the term also includes certain offices of dignity or 
trust which admit of being granted in inheritance, but ate attached 
to the person of some superior dignitary, or are to be exercised only 
in respect to chattels, as a mastership of hounds” : Challis R. P. 40. 

We are not aware of any reported case in which the question 
whether hereditaments of the two last-mentioned natures are in- 
cluded under the word “land” in an Act of Parliament has arisen. 
When it does arise, the object of the Act must be kept in view. 
On the one hand it would be absurd to suppose that an Act én pars 
materia with the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, authoriz- 
ing the acquisition of ‘‘land” for a public purpose was intended to 
authorize the purchase of pots and paus which b to be heir- 
looms in the strict sense cf the word; but on the hand it can 
hardly be doubted that heirlooms (in the strict sense) are “ 
within the meaning of the Settled Land Act, 1882, so as to be 
capable of being dealt with under the powers of the Act. The 
reader will observe that ‘‘ heirlooms,” in the strict sense, are not 
“personal chattels settled in trust so as to devolve with land” 
within the meaning of the Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 37. The 
former at common law to the heir by guasi-descent, the latter 
devcive ta entity on the Git Seat Se eo 
twenty-one, whether he survives the i 

The most important cases as to the effect of the object of the Act 
in modifying the meaning of “ hereditaments” are afforded by the 
construction of the compulsory powers for the of “land” 
in the Lands Clauses i Act, 1845, Although that Act 
came into operation before 1850, and therefore does not fall under 
the operation of the In‘ ion Act of 1888, the definition of 
‘‘Jand” given in the Act itself includes “hereditaments.” It has 
been decided in Pinchin v. The London and Blackwall Railway 
Oo. (5 De G. M. & G., at p. 863) and Great Western . 
Swindon and Cheltenham Extension Railway Oo. (22 Ch. D. 677) 
that these powers do not enable a newly-created easement to be 
taken ; in other words that, though by virtue of the Act a corpora- 
tion exercising the powers of the Act may take land, and may by 
virtue of the conveyance he nd angeles ao capmenb aces 
or reputed to be ee Oe 
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over a man’s land 
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The Bankruptcy Bill was read a third time, and passed, in the House 





of Lords on 


ureday. 
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REVIEWS, 


KEY AND ELPHINSTONE’S CONVEYANCING, 


Kgy AND ELPHINSTONE’S COMPENDIUM OF PRECEDENTS IN CONVEY- 
ANCING. THIRD Eprtion. By Tuomas KEy, assisted by C. HER- 
BERT BROWN and ALFRED Hvuti.DEnnts, Barristers-at-Law. Two 
Vols. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

[SECOND NOTICE. ] 

We referred (ante, p. 656) to the additions to the head of Conditions 
of Sale. We observe at p 272 of Vol. 1 a form of provision for free con- 
veyance, in accordance with a practice which, if our own experience 
may be taken as a guide, is spreading very rapidly. We do not find, 
however, the conditions for payment ‘‘ on the ten years’ system ” which 
frequently accompany the provision for free conveyance. There is, 
indeed, at p. 290, a very well framed condition for securing part of the 
purchase-money by mortgage, with an option of paying off by instal- 
ments ; and at the end of this condition there is a clause providing that 
‘any purchaser wishing to save the expense of a mortgage, and not hav- 
ing put the vendor to any expense as to the title or conveyance, may 
obtain the same benefit by signing and delivering to the vendor’s 
solicitor within seven days after the sale the printed form of contract 
—— for payment of the purchase-money by instalments, which 

orm wi Ln gublioeel.at the oale: and in the meantime may be seen 

on application to the vendor’s solicitor.” We have, however, 
hitherto failed to discover any precedent of the form of contract 
here alluded to. 

Under the head of Agreements, already a very well varied and 
practically useful selection of precedents, we find inserted a new form 
of agreement with traders for a loan at interest with a share of profits, 
under Bovill’s Act ; an agreement under seal appointing the editor of 
& newspaper, which seems rather to extend to the appointment of an 
editor who shall also be m , and a family agreement to give 
effect to an intended will not executed—an admirably concise and 
well expressed form. 
important head of Leases (one of the most complete collections 
ts to be found) has been carefully revised as regards 
changes in the law. Thus in the elaborate form of lease of a public- 
house by a firm of brewers (p. 791), the clause formerly inserted 
giving the brewers a power of distress for non-payment of the debt 
for liquors supplied has been omitted (Pulbrook v. Astley, 35 W. R. 
779), and a charge on the leasehold interest and tenant’s fixtures has 
been substituted ‘for what it may be worth.” The provision (p. 
96), after expressly mentioning tenant’s fixtures, expressly excludes 
personal chattels within the meaning of the Bills of Sale Acts, and so 
innocuous ; but we question whether the charge on the tenant’s 
, Charged as distinct from the building, would be valid. 
otes in the work are usually so copious and helpful that we 
to find fault on the ground of omissions, but we think that a 
note to the form of habendum of freeholds and leaseholds as 
partnership property would have been useful, having regard to the 

on the subject which occurred in our columns towards 

the end of the year 1888. The author is good enough to give a 

reference to an article which appeared in these columns; and, if we 

may be permitted to say so, we think that that article did sum up 
of what could be said, but it is unfortunately not accessible to 
everyone who will use the present work. There are few matters in 
precedent books differ more materially than in the form of 
um to be adopted in a conveyance to a ership; and we 
may add, from our own experience, that the form of survivorship 
Clause is frequently found to be very imperfect. The form given at 
p. 425 is very good, but is only adapted to the case of two 
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of the most learned and shrewdest of the practitioners to 
heavy (and sometimes desperate) cases are committed for 
advice and argument, recently remarked to us, @ 6 of a recent 
victory of his in the House of Lords, that no one (whether on the 
off it) could properly construe a difficult will or instrument 
literary skill; it is obviously true that no one can 
satisfactory book of precedents without such skill. There 
isa oe deal of literary skill shewn in the present edition of Key 
i The work is, besides this, an admirable result of 
well learning, experience of the wants of practitioners and 
indefati ind: . There are two material points, however, in 
which we think it might have been improved. One is due to the 
fact that the first part of the book was in type before the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, was passed. The result is that the precedents under the head 
** Arbitration ” are out of date, and have to be supplemented by lengthy 
addenda and errata. It would, we think, have been better to have 
reprinted this part of the work. ee See BO & 0 lees Se 
which ought to have been a t fuller, Take, for 

the head “ Partnership” in Vol. 1. ; there is no referen 
either to the form of habendum in # conveyance to a ership or 
to the underlease of business offices to a . We Eepe 
that this defect will be remedied in a future edition. 





STEPHEN’S COMMENTARIES, 


Mr. SERJEANT STEPHEN's NEw COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS oF 
ENGLAND (PARTLY FOUNDED ON BLACKSTONE). By His Honour 
Judge STEPHEN. The llrH Eprrion. 4 Vols. (Butterworths.) 


The present edition (which, like the last, has been edited by Mr. 
Brown) is specially commendable for the condensation which is observ- 
able ; the new matter introduced is large, but. the number of pages has 
actually been diminished. This isa step in the right direction, and, 
so far as we have observed, the condensation has been judiciously 
effected, and the work bears out the statement of the editor that it is 
made ‘‘ essentially practical and modern in the account it gives of our 
legal system taken as a whole.” Among the chief additions is a terse 
and clear outline of the provisions of the Local Government Act, 
1888. The subject of solicitors is also, on the whole, very well 
dealt with in the third volume; but we think that a more detailed 
account of the provisions of the Solicitors Act, 1888, with regard 
to the Statutory Committee, would have been desirable. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE TREASURER OF OLD MIDDLESEX. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—On page 671 of your last number you quote Mr. W. H. 
Smith's answer to Mr. Kimber on this subject. 

As, in view of the proposed formation of district councils, and the 
consequent displacement of a very large number of meritorious 
officers (in most cases dependent entirely upon their salaries) the 
interpretation put upon the compensation clauses of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, will, unless altered, no doubt produce very 
cruel results, you may think it a matter of sufficient importance to 
insert Mr. Kimber’s questions, a print of which I enclose, and also a 

y of a letter I sent to the Times, but which was probably con- 
sidered of too personal a nature for insertion. 
LATE TREASURER, 


The following is the question referred to in the above letter :— 
‘Mr. Kimber,—To ask the First Lord of the Treasury, whether the 
have decided that the late Treasurer of the county of Middlesex, 
who held that appointment for eighteen years until the office became 
abolisbed on the London Oounty Council coming into existence, is not 
entitled to any compensation, notwithstanding that he was, in the words 
of the Local Government Act, section 120, ‘an wr wens J officer who by 
virtue of this Act, or anything done in pursuance of or in consequence of 
this Act, suffers direct loss by abolition of office or by diminu- 
be = loss of fees or salary ;’ if so, on what grounds was such decision 

ved at: 

Whether the opinion of the law officers was taken upon the question ; 
and, if so, whether the Government would allow such opinions to be per- 
used by the late Treasurer : 

Whether the following grounds, to which, among others, the above- 
quoted section directed that regard should be had—viz., the nature 
of his office (virtually a life appointment), the duration of his service 
(eighteen years), and all other circumstances of the case, were duly con- 
sidered by the Treasury before arriving at their decision : 

And, if the Government consider for any technical reason that the case 
is not within the Act, will the Government in]any future Bill propose 
enactments to remedy the omission.”’ 

The following is the letter referred to :— 

 TazasuneR or MippiEsex. 
‘* Sir,—The reply of the First Lord of the Treasury to Mr. Kimber’s 
uestion—namely, that my office as treasurer of the old county has not 
abolished, ‘but that I have been removed from it,’ can be easily 
misunderstood by the justices of the old county whom I had the honour 
to serve for so many years. 

**The London Oounty Oouncil had already a treasurer, the London 
and Westminster Bank, and did not want another. 

‘*The Middlesex County Council thought it better to have a banker as 
treasurer instead of myself, and appointed the Bank of England, giving 
the clerk of the peace £500 a year for undertaking the financial business 


of the county. 
“The London County Oouncil, on technical , declined to grant me 


a coceh te aril for my loss of office, but the Middlesex County Council 
ex, ite willingness to grant me what I was entitled to subject to the 


question pepe | London Oouncil. . 
** The Lords of the decided, in effect, that no transferred officer 
is entitled to more as com than salary in lieu of notice (in my 


case nothing, as I was entitled to no notice, though practically holding a 
life tment), thus vediucing the reasonable peomiess of the compensa- 
den tenses of ie hot te on bombast. 
horns of a dilemma. If it intended the 
th it should in common honesty 
pensation not excee the 
serv: o! not, it o 
quemet gree © ae ants of the Orown. If it did not, it t to 
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injury to be done to meritorious officers who have done their duty well for | various 


years will be wide spread. reece 
** Your obedient servant, 
“Tus Lare TReasvRerR.” 





STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Si1r,—The decision in Wilkes v. Greenway to which you call 
attention [ante, p. 670] is both interesting and important in inducing 
@ proper comprehension of the effect of the statute. 

By the Statute of Limitations, 3 & 4 Will. 4, oc, 27, s, 34, 
“at the determination of the period limited [now twelve years] to 
any person . the right and title of such person shall be 
extinguished,” 

Now under such cases as Jukes v. Sumner (14 M. & W. 39), Incor- 

ated Society v. Richards (1 Dr. & War. 289), Dawkins v. Penrhyn 
(6 Ch. D. 323), the judges have used lan; indicating that 
the effect of the statute was not merely to extinguish the title of the 
rightful owner, but actually to “‘ transfer” his title to the possessor. 


Where the estate of the rightful owner is a fee simple, no great | q, 


harm is done by such language, however inaccurate, because the 
rightful owner by the statute loses the fee, and the possessor by 
possession acquires an estate which is in facta fee. But in the case 
of successive estates, such language, if accurate, would lead to strange 
results. Take an estate limited to A for life, remainder to B for life, 
remainder to C in fee, and suppose that D is in adverse ion to A 
for twelve years. Is the effect of the statute to vest in D an estate 
for A’s life? ‘Will B havea right of action on A’s death, or on the 
expiration of the twelve years does B’s estate come into effect and 
the statute begin to run against him? In other words, does the 
statutory extinction of title cause an acceleration of the remainders ? 

I have been advised (before the recent decision) by an eminent 
Queen’s Counsel, that in such circumstances the estate of A isin 
effect transferred to D, and that B and CO can do nothing during A’s 
lifetime, and that on A’s death B can bring his action, and that 
there is no acceleration of remainders. I have always been unable 
to follow this opinion. It seems clear to me that on the expiration 
of the twelve years, A’s title is extinguished, and that all the 
ordinary incidents of extinction must follow, just as on deter- 
mination by death or release, and consequently that the statute 
immediately begins to run against B, and that under the Act of 1874, 
section 2, in six years B’s title will be extinguished, and C's title 
will commence, and in six years more be barred. Of course, this 
is very serious, as A’s laches would seriously affect B and OC, who 
might be lulled into false security knowing that A was alive and 
knowing nothing of the adverse possession of D ; but I see no escape 
from this position. 

The subject of “‘ transfer” of estate is ably discussed in 11 Jur. N. 
8. (2), Article p. 151, where the author argues in favour of the view 
now settled, and considers that there is an acceleration of 
remainders. 

If there is anything in the views I have endeavoured to express, 
it is that remaindermen should be careful to see that their interests 
are not barred during the lifetime of the first tenant for life by his 
laches. V. I, CHAMBERLAIN, 

48, Finsbury-square, London, August 7. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


BELL COX v. HAKES AND LORD PENZANCE—5th August. 
Hazzas Cornpus—Ricut or AppgaL From Orpsr or DiscHarcs. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, 
M.R, and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) reserving an order of the Queen’s 
Bench Division (Lord Coleridge, 0.J., and A. L. Smith, J.), making abso- 
lute a rule for a habeas corpus, and discharging the appellant from custody. 
In the Court of Appeal the preliminary objection was taken that against 
an order for discharge, obtained on an application for a writ of Aabeas 
corpus, no appeal would lie, but this was overruled, and the case being 
heard on its merits, the judgment of the Divisional Oourt was reversed. 
Thereupon the present appeal was brought. 

Tue Hovsz (the Lorp Onanoztirorn, Lords Watson, Bramws11, 
Herscurt, and Macnacurzn, Lords Morris and Firxp diss.) allowed the 
appeal upon the preliminary ground stated above. The Lorp OnancgtLorn 
said that the —_ of the subject to an instant determination of the law- 
fulness of an existing imprisonment was well settled. If such determina- 
tion was favourable to liberty it was without a) ; if unfavourable the 
application might be renewed until every j was exhausted. I 
was not a proceeding in a suit, but was a summary application by the 
person detained, and there was no other before the court except the 
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though the words of section 19 were wide enough to incl 
8 on habeas corpus, yet if the result would be futile or 
absurdity, a limit must be put upon them. He oy oy that sections 
and 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873, were directed to establishment 
a Court of Appeal, and aS ee appealable which were not 
formerly so. Lord Hzrscuett said that, prior to the Judicature Acts, it 
was always open to an applicant for a habeas corpus, if defeated in one 
court, to renew his application to another, and if he could succeed in 
e tribunals competent to issue the writ that he 
his right to his liberty could not afterwards 

be called in question. If, then, the contention of respondent was cor- 
ete Se Serene 2nh Des ee constitutional change. But 
the words of section 19, giving jw to hear appeals, must be read 
in connection with the subsequent words which give power to enforce the 
orders that may be made. The court has the same power to enforce its 
judgments as the “- Court. Consequently, it was necessary to consider 


1 


whether the High Oourt had any power to re-arrest a person at large 
under such as the present, and it was clear that it had not. 
In Reg. v. Dugdale (2 E. & B. 129) the had been without juris- 
rd. 58, r. 4 this could not enlarge 

was no for the 


diction. Ord. r. 4, had been relied w 
the powers of the coust undies suion i Shaws 


subsequent arrest. Moreover, neither w 
be used for this purpose, nor a new writ de contumace capiendo 
the old significavit, Consequently, as the Court of A no 
oa ect to its judgmen' ene Tewulatere di e, and this was a 
cient reason for holding that the did not intend that the 
sereaeeien So hoes capet See Ste Se Ki wager ses 
aes toely Ge Ge Sto eee 
appealing such refusal, and as to this 
no opinion. Lord Warson said he had read the judgments of 
Bramwell and Lord Herschel, and concurred in them. Lord Macnacurzn 
said he had read the judgment of Lord Herschel, and agreed with it. 
Lord Morris thought there was a confusion between the power of the 
Court of Appeal to make orders and its power to enforce them. The 
first was clearly conferred by the first part of section 19, and rules might 
be made as to the second. It was immaterial that this had 
done. Laat Dies ae ee on» ae ae 
exceptions e in later sections, Dag ngeee bang sage db 
introduced. The Judicature Acts were statutes to which 


the m so as to avoid absurdity or ought to be 
very sparingly appied He did not think that provision at the end 
of 9 was to be read as limiting the first part, but merely as 
ancillary to it. Nor was he satisfied that the j of the Court of 


A must necessarily be futile. That was of a 

: character. He Thought thet thar lndaipe hd th json, 
and therefore the duty, to determine al. 
QOC., Sir Walter Phillimore, Q.C., 
and Rubdie; Sir B. Clarke, 8.G., and R. 8. 
Jenkins, § Co. ; Girdlestone ¢ Co. ; Hare $ Co. 
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Court of Appeal, 


Re EASTERN AND MIDLANDS RAILWAY CO.—No, 1, let August. 
Rarway Company—AprormTMant oF Recetvern—Apriication or Monays 
Recervep—‘* Worxine Exrpsunsgs AND oTHER Prorsr Ovreormes "*— 
Ramway Oomrantss Act, 1867, 8. 4. 


This was an a) from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 620), the question 
hardy by af manay in the hands of & soueheer 
ted under the visions of the Railway Companies Act, 1867. The 

in 1882 by an Act which amalgamated various 
orfolk, and in 1884 an Act was passed 


com was 
t po von having railways in 
conferring further powers on the Eastern and Midlands Oo. That Act 





person detaining who had to attend to explain the detention. There were 
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the “Lynn Loop.” For the purposes of their whole undertaking the 
y hired, under various ‘‘ hiring agreements,’’ a large quantity of 
-8tock, the price of which was payable by instalments spread 
over a term of years, it being provided that the ag, stock 
should become the absolute property of the company on, but not 
until, payment of all the ents. On the 28th of June, 
1889, one of the rolling-stock creditors who had obtained judgment 
against the company for an instalment due to him, presented a 
petition under the Railways Companies Act, 1867, for the appointment of 
@ receiver and r of the company’s undertaking, and on the 10th of 
July, 1889, the c an of the pn gd was appointed by the court 
receiver and manager. By a trust deed dated the llth of October, 1884, 
made between the company of the one part and trustees of the other part, 
certain resolutions of the directors were confirmed. These resolutions 
authorized, among other things, that the Lynn Loop line should constitute 
a ‘‘separate undertaking,” and that the directors should issue, under the 
company’s special Act of 1884, Lynn Loop 5 per cent. guaranteed stock 
and also Lynn Loop 4} per cent. debenture stock, and (E) that the 
dividends and interest on those stocks should be guaranteed by the tolls 
arising from the company’s general traffic over the Lynn Loop, and (F) that 
from the opening of the Lynn Loop for public traffic the compan 
should pay the daily sum of £17 15s. 5d. on account of su 
tolls into a banking account in the names of the trusteces, to be 
applied by them in payment of the dividends and interest on the 
guaranteed and debenture stocks. The trustees of the trust deed took out 
& summons, asking that it might be declared that they were entitled to the 
tolls or sums psyable as provided by resolutions E and F in priority to 
debts or expenses whatsoever of the company, and that the receiver 
it be ordered to render them a weekly account of the tolls payable as 
provided by those resolutions, and to pay to them weekly the full amount 
of such tolls as from the date of the last payment of the daily sum payable 
under the deed. Another summons was taken out by the receiver and 
asking for leave to pay the rolling-stock debts under the hiring 
its, the instalments due on June 30, 1889, being in arrear. 
, J., held that the trustees were not entitled to be paid in priority to 
the creditors. Section 4 of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, provides 
that all moneys received by a receiver shall, ‘‘after due provision for the 
working expenses of the railway and other proper outgoings in respect of the 
»”” be applied and distributed under the direction of the court 
in payments of the debts of the company and otherwise according to the 
ts and priorities of the persons entitled therein. On the — it was 
argued that the Lynn Loop, being constituted, by the Act of 1884 and the 
trust deed executed under its provisions, a me gery undertaking, was 
really a separate and independent company, and that consequently the 
weekly sum payable to the trustees of the deed was a ‘‘ working expense 
Droper outgoing’ within the meaning of section 4, which ought to be 
in to the creditors of the company. 
wet (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lixpizy and Bowsn, L.JJ.) 
the decision. Lord Esuzn, M.R., agreed entirely with the 
and the judgment of Kay, J. The argument was that this 
never belonged to the railway company, but belonged to the 
and shareholders of the loop line. That argument 
ed on the assumption that the loop line was made by the Act of 
company. But the money received by the receiver was the 
working of the whole line, including the loop line. The Eastern 
Midlands Co. worked the whole line, and therefore the money 
to them, though we ee have to pay the debenture and 
of the loop line. receiver received that money under 
of the Railway Companies Act, 1867, and when received it must 
under that section in a particular way. Unless the payments to 
to the trustees for the loop line share and debentureholders were 
expenses or proper out; gs,”’ the summons of the trustees 
refuse That d upon whether the loop line was a 
to whom the money would be payable for the use of 
bs aap and aged re: A ah In his lordship’s 
ly one com q a separation for some purposes 
between the two sets of shanshelien. The payments to the trustees were 
rot, therefore, “‘ working expenses or outgoings.” Lixpiay, L J., and 
» LJ., concurred.—CovunszL, Righy, Q.0., Dunning, and Lecke ; 
Marten, Q.C., and Farwell; Renshaw, Q.0., and F. Thompson; J. Cutler ; 
. Soxscrrons, Phillips, Vallings, § Oo. ; Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & 
Co. ; F.C. Mathews & Browne; W. J. Myatt ; Renshaws, 


Ez IRD EGMOST’S SETTLED ESTATES—No. 1, 1st August. 


Ssrrizep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 21—Serruep Lanp Acts 
(Amenpuunt) Acr, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 30), s. 1—Lawp Dnarwace 
Cuarces—Repemption ovr or Carrra, Money—Payment or Bonus. 


This was an application by Lord Egmont asking that the trustees of his 
settled estates might be at liberty to redeem certain rent-charges out of 
money under the Settled Land Act, 1882. Lord Egmont, 

was a tenant for life of certain estates at Banstead, in the county of 

» and eleewhere, under a settlement dated the 10th February, 1870, 

being desirous of effecting ccrtain drainage improvements, borrowed 
various sums of oe | from the Lands Improvement Company (the sum 
borrowed in respect of the Banstead estates being £6,108), and created by 
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instruments certain rent-charges in favour of the company under 


the powers of the t of Land Act, 1864, and the Lands 
Improvement s Acts. A considerable sum of capital money 
having mle PoP mn Pfle Povenag = meal 
nserver} sdvantege of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 and 1887, and 


of bonus for accepting repayment of the loan before the proper time, 
The trustees being doubtful whether they had power to redeem on those 
terms, Lord Egmont applied to the Chancery Division under section 21 of 
the Settled Land Act of 1882, and section 1 of the Settled Land Act of 
1887. North, J., made an order that the trustees might properly, out of 
moneys in hands, being capital money, or money applicable ag 
capital money, arising under the Settled Land Act, 1882, redeem or 
eheantes a for payment of so much of the instalments accruing or 
to accrue due of the rent-charges as represented, or was appropriated to 
the payment of capital sums. But he thought it logically followed, 
@ decision of Kay, J., in the case of Re Lord Sudeley's Setiled 
Bstates (36 W. R. 162, 37 Oh. D. 123), that the trustees could 
not pay anything by way of bonus to the company. Lord Egmont 
then brought this appeal to the Court of Appeal. By section 21 
of the Settled Land Act, 1882, ‘‘ capital money arising under this 
Act, subject to payment of claims properly payable thereout, and to 
application thereof for any special authorized object for which the same 
was raised, shall, when received, be invested or otherwise applied wholly 
in one, or partly in one and partly in another or others of the following 
modes (namely): (2) In discharge, purchase, or redemption of incum- 
brances affecting the inheritance of the settled land. By section 1 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1887 ‘‘ Where any improvement of a kind authorized 
by the Act of 1882 has been or may be made either before or after the 
assing of this Act, and a 1ent-charge, whether temporary or perpetual, 
been or may be created in pursuance of any Act of Parliament, with 
the object of paying off any moneys advanced for the purpose of defray- 
ing the expenses of such improvement, any capital money expended in 
solceatin such rent-charge, or otherwise providing for the payment 
thereof, s be deemed to be applied in payment for an improvement 
authorized by the Act of 1882.’ 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpizy and Bowen. L JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. Lord Esuze, M.R., was of opinion that the words in section 
1 of the Act of 1887, ‘‘ money expended in redeeming such rent-charge”’ 
meant money which would have to be expended in redeeming it, or in 
other words, what the owner of the rent-charge would receive for redemp- 
tion. The words clearly included such a payment as was sought to be 
made by way of bonus in the present case. North, J., felt himself con- 
strained by the decision of Kay, J., in Lord Sudeley’s case, to hold that 
such a payment could not be allowed. But there was a difference between 
the two cases. In Lord Sudeley’s case there was no redemption ; the order 
there made was for the payment of the instalments of the rent-charge 
from time to time out of capital money in the hands of the trustees. 
Therefore this case was not governed by that. But his lordship thought 
that Kay, J., in that case took too strict a view of the Act, 
and failed to give effect to the words ‘‘or otherwise providing for the 
Se thereof.’’ This was a case of redemption pure and simple, and 

orth, J., ht have allowed the payment of the bonus; therefore the 
appeal would be allowed, and if the trustees desired to go into the question 
as to the amount of bonus, the matter must go back to North, J. Linpugy, 
L.J., said the Act of 1887 had been passed to remedy the defect brought 
to light in the case of Re Knatchbull’s Settled Estate (33 W. R. 569, 29 
Ch. D. 588). No distinction was drawn between a rent-charge redeem- 
able by contract and a rent-charge not redeemable by contract. The court 
was asked to apply the Act to a rent-charge not redeemable by contract. 
The borrower, in order to redeem, had to come to terms with the lender. 
The lender was willing to be redeemed, but required to be com- 
pensated for the loss of a good investment. The object of the Act 
was to enable capital money to be expended in redeeming rent- 
charges; and the payment of the proposed bonus by way of compensating 
the lender was of the expense of redemption, and appeared to be 
authorized by the Act. He agreed with the Master of the Rolls in 
thinking that this case differed from Lord Sudeley’s case, and that Kay, J., 
in that case took too limited a view of the Act. Bowen, L J., concurred. 
—Oovunsz1, Orackanthorpe, Q O., and Reginald Winslow ; Onslow. Souict- 
tors, H. 7. Boodle; Frere, Forster, $ Co. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WADSWORTH’S TRUSTS—Kay, J., 2nd August. 


PracticePxrtirion—Tarustezs — Power or Sate—Seviuinc MInerars 
APART FROM SuRFACE—BENEFICIARIES—SERVICE—CONFIRMATION OF SALES 
Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vier. c. 108). 


This was a petition under the Confirmation of Sales Act, 1862, by the 
trustees of a will for the sanction of the court to the sale of certain 
minerals (consisting of iron-stone not of great value) apart from the 
surface. The trustees had an absolute power of sale. The beneficiaries, 
who were all infants, were not made to the petition. It was 
submitted on behalf of the petitioners that, as the trustees had an absolute 
power of sale, it was to serve the beneficiaries: Re Pryse’s 
Estates (10 Eq, 531), followed in Rs Nagle’s Trusts (6 Oh. D. 104). 

Kay, J., made the order without directing service on the beneficiaries ; 
but intimated that in some such cases service on the beneficiaries might be 
a sy laa W. Baker. Soxscrrons, Burn § Berridge, tor Ramsdens, 

eld. 


Re PALMER, PALMER v. HARDWI0K—Kay, J., let August. 


Pracrice—OrvriciaL Revsxss—Jvunispicrion ~Jupicature Aor, 1873, s. 
58—~Ansrreation Act, 1889, ss, 13, 14, 15—R. 8. O., XXXVI, 50, 52a. 
In thie case the jurisdiction of an official referee came under discussion. 
The whole action had been transferred to the official referee, and the 








matter in question had been determined, and judgment actually entered 
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up, by him. By that judgment the referee had directed certain inquiries 
and accounts, and reserved further consideration before himself, but in 
drawing up the judgment the registrar had altered it by further 
consideration generally, and not before the referee. The defendant 

led, and after notice of appeal had been given, the plaintiff gave 
notice of motion for a direction to the official referee to proceed, under 
his original judgment, with the accounts and inquiries directed. 
Upon this motion coming on, the court co ered that it would be 
better to suspend further proceedings under the judgment until the 
appeal had been decided, and in an interview between the court and 
the official referee it was agreed that this should be done. The Court of 
Appeal affirmed the decision of the referee, and also added to the order, 
none of the parties objecting thereto, that further consideration should 
be before the referee; and the motion of the plaintiffs to direct the 
referee to proceed now came again before the court upon the question 
of costs. 

Kay, J., said that by section 58 of the Judicature Act, 1873, in all cases 
of reference to or trial by referees under that Act the referees were to be 
deemed to be officers of the court. The Arbitration Act, 1889, provided, 
by section 13, that the court or a judge might refer any question arising 
in any cause or matter to a referee; by section 14, that im certain cases 
the whole cause or matter might be ordered to be tried before a referee ; 
and, by section 15, which took the place of section 58 of the Judicature 
Act, that in all cases of reference toa referee the referee should be deemed 
to be an officer of the court, and should have such authority as might be 
prescribed by rules of court. Whether section 15 referred to trial or not 
his lordship thought was a little doubtful, because in this section the 
word ‘‘ trial,” which appeared in the come tape | section of the Judica- 
ture Act (s, 58), was left out; but his lordship took the true construction 
to be that the word ‘‘reference”’ included ‘‘trial.’”’ The court had 
thought it would be better to suspend any further proceedings on the judg- 
ment of the official referee until the appeal therefrom had been decided. 
It might be a question whether the court would have had power to suspend 
proceedings before the referee, though his lordship was inclined to think 
that there was such power; but upon talking over the matter with the 
referee it had been agreed that it would be better to suspend those pro- 
ceedings. The case was now going back to the official referee for further 
consideration, by the consent of the parties, and it was very desirable, 
when the whole matter had been before him, that further proceedings 
should take place before the official referee. The effect of the present 
motion had been to bring about a useful conference between the court and 
the official referee, and the result had been to suspend the ings 
pending the appeal. This, however, was exactly what the plaintiff had 
not desired, and, therefore, no costs would be given on the motion.— 
CounseL, Renshaw, Q.0., and Eastwick; Yate Lee. Sourcirors, Sole, 
aie ¢ Knight; Routh, Stacey, ¢ Castle, for H. Thompson § Son, 
Grantham. 


Re THE WEST RIDING OF YORKSHIRE PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY—Ohitty, J., 31st July. 


Burtpine Socrery—Borrowinc Powsrs—Buimpmya Societies Act, 1874 
(37 & 38 Vicr. c. 42), s. 15 (2). 


In this case, being the liquidation of a permanent building society, 
questions arose as to the construction to be put upon a rule of the society 
which contains a similar provision to that in the Building Societies Act, 
1874, s. 15 (2). By rule 24 of the society it was provided that “the 
directors, with the approval of the trustees, may, as occasion shall require, 
borrow any sum of money from any banker with whom the society’s tunds 
shall be deposited, or from any person. The total amount borrowed and 
not repaid, shall not at any time exceed two-thirds of the amount for the 
time being secured to the society by mortgages from its members.” 
Amongst the questions raised on rale 24 were, (1) whether ‘‘the amount 
for the time being secured to the society by mortgages from its members "’ 
included (a) moneys secured to the society by mortgages from persons who 
were only borrowers, and had no other connection with the society; (d) 
moneys secured to the ty by mortgages from persons who were mem- 
bers of the society, but not advanced to such persons in respect of any 
shares of the society ; and (2) whether moneys borrowed by the society, 
and lent to persons who were not members, ought to be included in the 
total amount borrowed. With respect to question (2), it was contended 
by the depositors that rule 24 did not apply to outside borrowers, but only 
to members. 

_Onrrry, J., decided question (1e) in the negative, and (1d) in the affirma- 
tive. With regard to question (2), his lordship came to the decisior that this, 
too, must be answered in the affirmative. The words ‘‘ total amount bor- 
rowed’’ must mean the total amount borrowed at any time from any 
source, and the effect was that, supposing the amount for the time being 
secured to the society by mortgages from its members was, say, £10,000, 
then the society could not for the time being borrow beyond the limit 
of £6,666 13s. 4d. There might, no doubt, be a more reasonable rule than 
this, but all he had to do was to take the rule as it was. The fact was 
that rules of this kind were copied and recopied. The Act of Parliament 
copied pre-existing rules, and others oupied the Act of Parliament. Any- 
one who would supply a clear and simple body of rules for building socie- 
ties would be conferring a great boon. As things a of these 
societies should be not only honest persons, but very men of busi- 
hess into the bargain. In the liquidation of these societies the most 
difficult ——— arose from the interlacing of interests. The cost and 
trouble of determining them was usually altogether out of proportion 


to 
the small amounts at stake. On the su of his Jordship, other | j 


questions ultimately stood over with the view of the liquidator 
® scheme of canengeenenhy= Qoewen Romer, Q.0., and batts vee 





Q.0., and Levett; Whitehorne, Q.0., Latham, QO , Godefroi, and Napier. 
Soxrcrrons, Burn § Berridge, tor John R, Farrar, Halifax ; J. H. Bridgford, 
for Tubb, Booth, ¢ Helliwell, Halifax. 


Re ANDERTON AND MILNER’S CONTRACT—OChitty, J., 5th August. 


Lesson AND Lessee —Usvat Oovenants — Proviso ror Re-snrry — 
Conveyancine Act, 1881, s. 14. 


In this case a contract had been entered into in February, 1890, for a 
grant of a lease of houses, in consideration of £230, for a term of 70 years, 
at a rent of £12 12s., the lease to contain the usual and proper covenants 
‘to insure from loss by fire, repair, and pay rent and all outgoings that may 
be charged on the property and ground.” The lease, as settled by the 
conveyancing counsel, contained a proviso for re-entry on breach of any 
of the covenants aud agreements in the lease. It was objected on behalf 
of the grantee that the proviso could only be said to be usual in respect of 
non-payment of rent. 

Ourrry, J., said that the law on the subject was stated by the Court of 
Appeal in Hodgkinson v. Crowe (23 W. RB. 406, L. R. 10 Ch. 622), a case 

ed in 1875, where it was held that the proviso for re-entry was a 
reasonable and proper proviso in the case of non-payment of rent, but 
that such a proviso was not usual for breach of covonants generally. The 
practice was not to append such a provigo to the breach of other covenants, 
nor had any new practice sprung up since the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 
14. The of Jaw had up to this time made no difference in the 

ice, and he must hold that the grantor was not entitled to the 
insertion of the proviso.—Oounsan, P. Wheeler ; D. L. Alexander. Soutct- 
tors, Barfield ; Godden 8. Hare. 


Re MAY, CRAWFORD ». MAY—Nortb, J., 3lst July. 


Executor—R&taIngEn—Loan BY Wire To HussAND—ADMINISTRATION TO 
Huspann’s Estate GRANTED TO Wirs—Marerep Women’s Property 
Acr, 1882, s. 3—Jupicarure Act, 1875, s. 10. 

A question arose in this case as to the combined operation of section 10 
of the Judicature Act, 1875, and section 3 of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882. The action was brought by a creditor to administer 
the estate of an intestate. The defendant was the widow of the intestate, 
and she was his administratrix. The estate was insolvent. The defend- 
ant claimed to retain out of moneys in her hands belonging to the 
a a yng she had —.. — husband's ovaee lent to 

im out of her se te pro, 3 business. 
She was married te him 188s. The i om made in 1885. 


a creditor of inferior d and to are See 08 Dae a) Pear a 
. On of the w, Lee v. Ni (12 Ch. D. 61) 
was relied as shewing that section 10 of the Judicature Act did not 


h 
and, at any rate, the burden was on the widow to shew that it was. 
Lee vy. Nuttall shewed that section 10 of the Judicature Act 
to prevent her proving until the other creditors for value had been satis- 
fied. But she was not seeking to as a creditor, but to exercise her 


bt, and 
she sought to retain the amount of her debt out of that. It was decided 
in Lee v. Nuttail that an executor’s right of retainer was not affected by 
section 10 of the Judicature Act, and his lordship thought that that 
decision governed the present case. The widow was entitled to retain her 
debt.—Counsan, B. C. Macnaghten ; W. Baker. Soxscrrors, J. W. Smart ; 
Buchanan § Rogers. 


BELCHER v. WILLIAMS—North, J., 2nd August. 

Practice—Oosts—Partitron Actron—Incumpsrep Suarnss — Discretion 
or Cournr—Partirron Act, 1868, s. 10. 

This was the further consideration of a partition action. bowel ar sm | 

had been sold, and the poreet of sale were in court. 

been originally devised by a will to three persons in equal shares, but, at 

- date of certificate, the defendants were entitled 


ves. The were 
t. The question was, whether each 


set of costs could be to be shared between 





out of the fund, or —_ as regarded an 
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mortgagee, by analogy to the rule which cxists as to costs in administra- 
tion actions in the case of a mortgaged share. 


Noxzru, J., held that the costs of all parties, including the mort- 
gagees, must be paid out of the fund before its division. He said 
that under the old practice, before the Partition Act, 1868, no costs 
of a partition suit were given up to the hearing, and the costs of 
effect: the partition (i.¢., of the commission) were borne by the 
parties Sn proportion to the values of their respective interests; in 
other words, in the case of a sale, out of the proceeds of sale. No 
costs were given of the proceedings subsequent to the commission. 
Section 10 of the Act of 1868 empowered the court to make such 
order as it might think just as to the costs up to the hearing. It 
was well settled that this gave the court a general discretion as to 
costs, and the usual practice had been to give the costs of all parties out 
of the estate: Osborn v. Osborn (L. R. 6 Eq. 338), Miller v. Marriott 
L. R. 7 Eq. 1), Leach v. Westall (17 W. B. 312), Cannon v. Johnson 
(L. R. 11 Eq. 90), Simpson v. Ritchie (L. R. 16 Eq. 103), Ball v. Kemp- 
Welch (14 Oh. D. 512). ‘The case of Landeli v. Baker (L. R. 6 Eq. 268) 
was an exception, each party being there ordered to pay his own costs up 
to the hearing. But Lord Romilly, M.R., who decided that case, atter- 
wards, in Miller v. Marriott, preferred to follow Osborn v. Osborn. Porter 
v. Lopes (7 Ch. D. 367) and Wilkinson v. Joberns (L. R. 16 Eq. 17) were also 
exceptions. They depended on special circumstances, and in them the 
general rule was recognized.. When there had been adverse litigation 
in respect of a particular share, the costs, at any rate so far as they 
had been increased by that litigation, had been ordered to be borne by that 
share, asin Mildmay v. Quicke (46 L. J. Oh. 667) and Jennings v. Foster 
(Weekly Notes, 1884, p. 200). Subject to this, the practice had been to 
give each representing a share his costs out of the estate, takin 
the shares as they stood at the date of the certificate, so that if an origin 
share had been sub-divided by devolution or assignment, each owner of a 
sub-divided share had his costs. His lordship had been unable to find 
any reported case inconsistent with this view, nor were two of the regis- 
trars whom he had consulted aware of any such case. He thought that 
there were strong reasons in favour of such a practice. In a partition 
action the owners of a certain proportion of the property had a right to 
demand a sale, and for this purpose all the persons interested were neces- 
saty parties to the action, except so far as the Partition Act, 1876, enabled 
the court to dispense with notice in some cases. The reason for giving 
costs to all parties was that you could not get on withont them. In 
Mildmay v. Quicke Jessel, M.R., refused to give costs to some persons who 
had obtained a charging order, because they were not parties to the action 
or even entitled to appear. If they had been entitled to appear, he 
would probably have given them costs. Was there any difference in 
principle between a sub-division of an original share by means of an 
absolute assignment, and its sub-division within itself by means of an 
incumbrance—by the creation, so to speak, of a preferred share and a 
deferred share? His lordship thought there was no difference. Of 
course, if there was any dispute as to the amount due upon the mortgage, 
or if any other question arose between the mortgagor and the mortgagee, 
the extra costs occasioned by this should be borne by the mortgaged share. 
His lordship could not see any reason why an incumbrancer upon a share 
should not have his costs just as an absolute assignee of a part of the 
share, or why a man who had mortgaged his share, instead of selling a part 
of it, should be any worse off as to costs. No reported case was to be found, 
nor were the two registrars aware of any, in which, in a partition action, 
only one set of costs had been given in respect of an incumbered share. 
The only difficulty was created by the existence of the rule in administra- 
tion actions that, in the case of an incumbered share, only one set of costs 
would be allowed. But no case could be found in which this rule had 
been applied to partition actions, and he thought that in general it would 
not be just so to apply it. He did not, however, intend to lay down an 
absolutely fixed rule. The court had a discretion, which it could always 
exercise according to the particular circumstances of the case before it.— 
Counsg., Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and Oswald ; Stewart Smith ; Yate Lee ; Pochin. 
Soxicrrors, J. G. Shearman ; Street § Poynder ; Vertue ; J. G. Shearman, jun. 


CURTIS v. THE KESTEVEN COUNTY COUNCIL—North, J., lst August. 


Oounty Councrr—Hicuway—"' Main Roap”—‘‘ Roap Smpz Wasrzs ’’— 
Locat Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. oc, 41), s. 11, suB-sec- 
tions 1, 6. 


A question arose in this case as to the rights of a county council in 
respect of the herbage, trees, &c., growing upon the strips of land lying 
on each side of the metalled portion (between that portion and the hedge 
on either side) of a high road or main road. The metalled portion of 
that part of the high road in question (running from Newark to Lincoln) 
which was within the district of the defendant county council was of the 
uniform width of twenty-two feet ; the total width of the road from hedge 
to hedge varied from sixty-five to ninety-five feet, Upon the unmetalled 
strips on either side grass, trees, &c., grew. The plaintiff Curtis claimed 
to be tenant for life of the whole of the unmetalled strips of land situate 
within one parish, and he let the herbage which grew on those strips 
yearly to the occupiers of cottages in the neighbourhood. Those tenants 
were joined as co-plaintiffs. The defendant county council had purported 
to sell the whole of the herbage on the roadside strips to a co-defendant 
for a year. The county council alleged that, by virtue of sub-section 6 
of section 11 of the Local Government Act, 1888, the soil of the whole 
width of a main road between the hedges, including the unmetalled strips, 
was vested in them, and that this gave them the right to the herbage. 
Gin ec seen ee an —— to — the Cee om from 

or g the grass, , &C., Bro upon the stri ues- 
tion. Sub-section 6 of section 11 vests oe Tea sale | the eanty 





council (with certain exceptions); and sub-section 1 gives the County 
Council ‘‘the same powers as a highway board for preventing and 
removing obstructions, and for asserting the right of the public to the use 
and enjoyment of the roadside wastes.’ 

Nortu, J., held that the strips of land were ‘‘ roadside wastes” 
within the meaning of sub-section 1 of section 11, and that they 
were not vested by sub-section 6 in the county council. He, there. 
fore, granted the injunction, but without prejudice to the rights of 
the county council under the Act of 1888 and the Highways Acts,— 
CounssL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Ingle Joyce ; R. 8. Wright and Vernon 
R. Smith. Soxtcrrors, Woolley ; Peacock § Goddard. 


DE FRANCESCO v. BARNUM—Fry, L.J., 5th August. 
Inrant—Oonrtract oF APPRENTICESHIP— VALIDITY. 


This action was brought by a teacher of stage dancing to enforce the 
provisions of two apprenticeshipindentures made between himself; two girls, 
who were infants; and their mother, who was a widow. The plaintiff 
also claimed damages against the defendant Barnum; a co-defendant 
named De Paravicini, who was Barnum’s agent ; and the mother, for in. 
ducing the pupils to break their ment with him. The indenture of 
ee in the case of each girl was in the same form. The period 
of the apprenticeship was seven years, and the deed contained covenants 
by the plaintiff to instruct the girl ‘‘in the higher branches of the 
choreographic art,’’ and to pay to her for all or any ‘‘ choreographic ” 
engagements in London and the suburbs certain specified sums. ‘The 
plaintiff was to have the right to engage the apprentice for performances 
abroad, but was under the obligation during such last-mentioned class of 
engagements to pay 5s per week to her and to provide her with board and 
lodging. The deed provided that the services of the apprentice should be 
entirely at the plaintiff's disposal, and that she should not, during the 
term of seven years, enter into professional engagements without the 

on in writing of the plaintiff; and that, on failure of com- 
liance with this and other provisions of the deed, the same might be 
etermined by Se. and that the parent should be liable to 
pay to the plaintiff £50 as liquidated damages. The plaintiff did 
not receive any premium. The mother and the two infants were 
also defendants. The defendant De Paravicini, as agent for 
Barnum, had engaged the infants at a salary of a guinea per week each 
for two daily performances at his entertainment at Olympia. The plaintiff 
claimed against the infants an injunction to prevent their performing at 
Olympia, or otherwise without his leave; against the mother an injunction 
to prevent her allowing the infants so to perform; and against all the 
defendants, except the infants, onus. The main defence was, that the 
apprenticeship indentures were one-sided and unfair, and that, not being 
for the benefit of the infants, they were void. Upon a motion for an 
interlocutory injunction to restrain the infants from performing, and their 
mother from permitting them to perform, till the trial of the action, at 
Oiympia, or otherwise without the consent of the plaintiff, Ohitty, J., on 
the authority of Gylbert v. Fletcher (Oro. Oar. 179), held (ante, p. 78, 38 
W. R. 187) that no action could be brought st an infant in a court 
of law ona covenant to perform services, and refused the action The 
action now came on for trial. 


Fry, L.J., dismissed the action with costs. It a) to him that the 
case against the infants had been determined by Chitty, J., on the motion 
for an interlocutory injunction. Ohitty, J., pointed out that, so far back 
as the reiga of Charles I., it was decided that an infant could not be 
sued at law upon a covenant to serve a master ; that the master had other 
remedies; that Gylbert v. Fletcher had never been questioned ; and that, 
in the absence of authority to the contrary, there was no ground for 
saying that an infant could be sued in equity for breach of such a 
covenant. There was nothing to show that that decision was not in ac- 
cordance with law. Fry, L.J., said that for his own part he should be 
very unwilling to compel persons, who were desirous not to continue an 
engagement of personal service, todo so. He thought that it was not in 
the interest of mankind that persons should be compelled specifically to 
perform engagements for mal service which they were unwilling to 
continue, and there wo be r, if specific performance were 
enforced, that a contract for service would be converted into a contract 
of slavery. The most important question in the case was that raised on 
the defence of Barnum—whether there was a valid contract between the 
plaintiff and the infants. From the earliest days it had been held that 
an infant could not, as a general rule, bind himself by a contract, but to 
this there were some well-known exceptions. One exception was that an 
infant could enter into a contract to be taught a profession or occupa- 
tion by which he might hereafter be benefited; another exception was 
that of a contract by which an infant obtained employment to enable 
him to live. Therefore, a contract by an infant to learn a trade or 
business was primd facie binding on him. But to this, again, there were 
well-defined exceptions. When the contract contained extrao 
and unusual terms, and it was not reasonable or for the benefit of the in- 
fant, it was void. It was obvious that such a contract must contain some 
clauses not for the benefit of the infant; it must contain some terms for 
the benefit of the one party to it, and some for the benefit of the other 
party. The question, therefore, was whether the contract, as a whole, 
was for the benefit of the infant. His lordship came to the conclusion 
that several of the terms of the contracts in the present case were extra- 

» unusual, and unfair, so that the contract was not, on the whole, 
for the fit of the infant. In particular, the provision enabling the 
master to send the pupil to America or any colonial or foreign state— 
away, perhaps, from her parent—and the term binding the apprentice to 
accept no employment during the term of seven years except from the 
plaintiff, while there was no co-relative agreement on his part to find her 
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em ent, or to pay her if he did not find her such employment. His 
lorpship said that, if he had been asked to sanction such @ contract on 
behalf of a ward of court who was desirous of entering into the profession 
of dancing, he should, in the absence of strong evidence, such as had not 
been produced in the present case, to the effect that no other terms could 
be obtained, have refused his sanction. In his opinion the apprenticeship 
contracts were not valid, and the case failed nst all the defendants.— 
Oounszt, Neville, Q.C., and Kalisch ; Warmington, Q.0., and Lemon ; T. L. 
Wilkinson ; W. H. Stevenson ; Sinclair Coz. Soxrcrrors, Brandon § Nichol- 
son; Campbell, Reeves, § Hooper ; H. Levy. 


Re NEW CHILE GOLD MINING CO.—Stirling, J., 2nd August. 


Oompany—WInDING-UP —WroncruL Forrerrurg or SHarrs—OLaAmM FoR 
Damacrs—Oompanies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 38, suB- 
SECTION 7. 

This was an application by Mr. James Cant to be allowed to prove in 
the liquidation of this company in respect of a claim for for the 
alleged wrongful forfeiture of his shares, under the 36th of the company’s 
ales of association. The applicant was a shareholder, who had ad- 
mittedly failed to pay the last call made upon him. His shares were 
subsequently forfeited and allotted (except three) to other persons, in 
pursuance of the powers given by the articles; but no proper notice was 
sent to the applicant before doing so. It was contended on behalf of the 
os the applicant was precluded by section 38, sub-section 7, 
of the Companies Act, 1862, from proving in competition with the other 
i claiming ‘‘a sum due to any member in his character of a 
member. 

Srmeuine, J., held that this section of the orad prog ne. 4 did not apply to 
the applicant as a past member, as he had to be one for more than 
a year before the winding-up. But, without deciding thie, it appeared to 
him that this sum was not due to him as a member at all, but rather in 
his character of a non-member. What was due to him was damages for 
having been irregularly deprived of his rights asa member. This claim 
must therefore be admitted by the liquidators.—CounszL, H. C. Deane ; 
A, J. Chitty. Soxicrrors, Morley, Shirref’, § Co. ; Linklaters. 





Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WALTERS v. SINGER MANUFACTURING CO.—6th August. 


Practice—ArrgaL From OxampErs—No Soa Sirrmsc—Ture—R. 8. C., 
IV., v. 24. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Lawrance, J., 
sitting in cham on the 2nd of July, refusing to review a taxation. 
The notice of motion was given on the 5th of July for the 10th. On the 
oe coming on a preliminary objection was raised on behalf of the 
defendants that the appeal was out of time, because the notice of 
motion was for a day upon which, as the plaintiff knew, there would 
be no divisional court sitting for civil business. A notice had 
Sasol in the Daily Cause List of the ist of July that a 

visional court would sit on Mondays and Thursdays, and would take 
motions on the civil side on Mondays and the Crown Leper on Thursdays ; 
the 10th was a Thursday. It was contended that the plaintiff ought to 
have given notice for Monday, the 7th, and that his notice being for a 
day upon which their could be no court sitting for civil business was bad 
upon the authority of Stirling v. Dubarry (28 W. R. 405, 5 Q. B. D. 65). 
On th other side it was argued that as long as the notice was served 
within the eight days specified in ord. 54, r. 24, the appeal was in time. 

Tue Court (Portock, B., and Granruam, J.) sustained the objection, 
holding that the case was within the decision of Stirling v. Dubarry, and 
dismiesed the appeal.—CounszL, For; Cluwr. Soxicrvors, A. F. Foz. 
Wansbrough. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ex parte ASHWIN, Re ASHWIN—Q. B. Div., 4th August. 


Soricrron—BanxrupT—RervsaL To Dstiver vp Documents—ComMITTAL 
ror OonTEMPT—APPLICATION FOR RELEASE—REFUSAL OF APPLICATION— 
Banxruptcy Act, 1883, s. 24, sun-szorton (4). 

This was an application by Thomas Smith Ashwin, a solicitor, formerly 
carrying on business at 15, pur-street, for an order that he might be 
released from Holloway Gaol, where he is now in custody under an order 
of the court for contempt in refusing to deliver up certain documents 
telating to his property to the trustee. A recei order was made 
against the applicant in 1885, upon which he was adjudicated bankrupt ; 
but, the bankrupt having 7 failed to hand over to his trustee the 
title deeds of certain property belonging to him at Wimbledon, an order 
was obtained by the trustee on the 10th of May last under section 24, sub- 
section (4), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, committing the bankrupt to 
prison for contempt unless the deeds were produced within a week. At 
this time the bankrupt could not be found, and it was not until July that 
he was discovered at Herne Bay, where it was alleged he had been living 
under the name of Adams. e bankrupt was arrested on the 14th of 
July, and lodged in Holloway Gaol, and he now made an application for 
his release, it urged on his behalf that the deeds in question were 
not in his possession or control at the time of the adjudication, and had 
not been so since, but had been deposited with one ch as security 
for certain loans, and handed by him to a person named Touflet, 
whom the bankrupt had been unable to find. The application 


fact, there was no such person. The ——— was himself Toufiet, and 
had the deeds or could get them if he He had absconded once, 
Sowa from prison his intention evidently was at once 

abscon * 

Oavz, J., refused the opeensien, with costs. His lordship said that he 
was still quite unable to ve the bankrupt’s statements. It was cer- 
tainly a most remarkable thing, in the face of the great doubt as to the 
existence of Toufiet, that, although the bankrapt to have told 
the trustee on one occasion that he now knew his , he did not dis- 
"aa anin ca by th hat, the 

lon was e e trustee t in view 
ols talker canttestin for release matte bey tho bishaaes to the 
Vacation Judge, who would know noth of the facts of the case, the 
court would direct that such application should not be made, or, at any 
rate, should not be made without leave. > 

Oavz, J., said he could hardly do that. It was always open to the 
trustee to tell the Vacation Jadge that he (Oave, J.) had sent the bank- 
rupt to prison, and had to release him.—OCovunssi, Hume 
— 3 Bartley Dennis. Soutcrrors, Morris § Rickards; Newman, 

ays, § Co. 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 
Aug. 6.—Joun ParrenpEN BIGGENDEN. 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR TWO YEARS. 
Aug. 6.—Wit1am Tuomas Moors (Halifax). 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
ADJOURNED ANNUAL MEETING. 


The adjourned annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society 
was held at the Hall, Chancery-lane, on the Ist inst., the president, Mr. 
Rosgrr Ovunuirrs, taking the chair. 

Exxzcrion or Oounctn. 

Mr. GrantHam R. Dopp (London), chairman of the scrutineers, read the 
report of the scrutineers as to the result of the election by ballot of 
members of the council to the ten vacancies caused by retirement in 
rotation under the bye-laws, and the vacancy caused by the resignation 
of Mr. J. Moxon Ola report was as follows :— 

*¢ Pursuant to the appointment by the president at the of the 
society held on the 11th of July, 1890, in compliance with bye-law 15, we, 
the undersigned scrutineers so Sage to present to the members 
of the society our report g the t of the election, which has 
been conducted in accordance with the charter and bye-laws of the society. 
The secretary handed to us on Tuesday, the 29th of July, 1890, a box 
containing the voting papers, which he informed us had been placed in it 
as they were delivered. The first schedule hereto annexed contains the 
total number of voting papers received. The same schedule sets forth the 
number of voting papers rejected and the grounds of rejection. The total 
number of votes in favour of each candidate is set forth in the second 
schedule hereto annexed. The third schedule contains the names of those 
candidates whom we find and certify to be duly elected. The voting 
papers have been duly closed up under our eeal, and will be retained in 
our care for a iod of one month, which will on the 29th of 
August next, when we shall destroy them, as pro by section 2 of 
bye-law 18. *“ Grantuam R. Dopp, Chairman. 
* Otement Locke Smizs, 

*Ricup. W. Dispm, 
** Sam Day. 
July 29, 1890.” ‘Ernest Topp.” 


The first schedule referred to in the annexed report :— 


Total number of voting papers received $e «-. 2,543 
Received after the prescribed date ... .. 16 
Unsigned ... ove ves ove oes oe  & 
No name struck out... ee ad we oe 
22 
The second schedule referred to in the annexed report :— 
Barnard Platts Broomhead ... 2,393 | Richard Mills ...........0....00008 2,334 
Bartle John Laurie Frere...... 2,359 | Sir Thomas Paine ............... ,380 
George Burrow Gregory ... .. ,236 | Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, M.P., 
Arthur Hepburn Hastie ...... 351 Py ova chovesoceesecenenaspecen LTO 
John Hollams .........sscsersseeee 2,377 | William Melmoth Walters 2,369 
Grinham Keen .........ssscse0+e ,385 | Theodore Waterhouse ......... 2,349 
Nathaniel Tertius Lawrence 2,362 
The third schedule referred to in the annexed report :— 
N. T. Lawrence .........,..000006 2,362 
B. J. Li. Frere ........cseces.cseee 2,359 
T. Waterhouse  ...........0c00008 2,349 
G. B. Gregory .......crcceceeecese 2,236 








GrantHam R Dopp, Ohairman. 
Orement Locke SmI.es. 
Rozgrt W. Drevin. 

Sam Day. 

Ernest Topp, 





Was opposed by the trustee, who contended that the ee ae 
always treated the court with Gm and the only excuse he now 
offered was that a person named Toufl had the deeds. Asa matter of 
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The result of the ballot is that the retiring members have been re- 
elected, and that Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., succeeds to the vacancy caused 
by the resignstion of Mr. J. M.Olabon. Mr. A. H. Hastie was the un- 
successful candidate. 

Law Socrery O:vs. 

The meeting was then made special. 

Mr. Joun Hunter (London) moved that ‘‘the following resolution, passed 
= Special General Meeting held on the 25th of April, 1890, be con- 

ed, viz. :— 

“That rules 3 and 4 of the Rules and Regulations of the Law Society 
Club be altered as follows: 

‘*Rule 3. That in lines 3 and 4 ‘six guineas’ be substituted for ‘ five 
guineas’ as the subscription to be paid by members of the Club taking 
out town certificates. 

“Rule 4. That in lines 5 and 6 ‘six guineas’ be substituted for ‘five 
guineas’ as the subscription to be paid by members who do not take out 
annual certificates, if they hold any offices in the Supreme Oourt of 
Judicature, or reside within ten miles of the General Post Office in the 
City of London.”’ 

Mr. F. K. Munron (London) seconded the resolution. 

Mr. Ouas. Forp (London) said that he saw so many members cf the 
club t that he felt it would be perfectly hopeless to do anything 
against that majority, but he had come there at the instance of the 
counci], and out of deference to the summons they had issued. He 
remembered that, not very long ago, when a motion was carried on the 
— of Mr. Low asking for an inquiry into the certificate duty, that 
at that time the argument of the then president, Mr. Lake, had been that 
the meeting was a very small one, and it did not represent the society, 
and that for that reason effect ought not to be given to the motion which 
was then carried. He (Mr. Ford) was rather disposed to think that there 
was a good deal of force in the view Mr. Lake had taken on that occasion, 
and he (Mr. Ford) thought he might fairly adopt the argument and apply 
it to the present meeting, and ask whether they where justified when 
there were so few present in dealing with a matter of such importance as 
the continuance of the existence of the club; which caused so much 
friction and which he believed would sooner or later seriously injure the 
best interests of the society. The number of members of the society was 
6,350, of which 3,020 took out town, and 3,330 country, certificates. The 
club consisted of somewhere about 365 members, and the question, there- 
fore, naturally presented itself to the members of the society whether it 
was desirable or not to encourage it, as it paid no rent for the third of the 
premises it ~~ and the 6,000 members of the society were excluded 
from the use of the third of their premises. There was another point 
which called-for consideration. The fees of the law students amounted to 
£9,000 or £10,000 a year, and he thought he could make it clear to the 
unbiassed mind that they who were entitled to have the whole of that sum 
expended for their special advantage, contributed very largely to the 
maintenance of the club. In the society’s accounts the students’ fee fund 
was debited with one half of the whole rent of the premises. It would be 
more justifiable and equitable if the society were to deduct from the total 
estimated rental of the entire premises, say £1,000 a year for the club 
rental, and then charge half the remainder to the students, There were 
were about sixty-six members present at this meeting, of whom thirteen 
‘were members of the council, many of them being members of the club, 
and twenty-five others who were also members of the club. He was not 
sure that the members of the club did not to a large extent control the 
affairs of the society, and the sooner a clique of that kind was broken up 
the better. He asked the members of the council whether they honestly 
considered the members of the society were in a position to form a sound 
and reasonable conclusion with regard to the motion. He submitted with 
the greatest possible respect that it was utterly impossible. And why? 
Because they knew nothing of the financial position of the club. There 
were none of them outside the club who could say whether the club were 
£4,000 or £5,000 to the good, or whether they were indebted to that 
extent. This was a very serious matter. He submitted that the right and 
ny og thing would be to adjourn the meeting, and that every member 
of the society should be furnished with a proper account of the financial 
position of the club, for not till then could they arrive at a proper conclu- 
sion. Before 1884 a club had existed under conditions so objectionable 
that when he had ventured to commence an action against that club it had 
at once given up possession of its premises to the society. Another club 
was then started, and, according to the resolution brought forward at the 
instance of the council, the proposals for its formation were framed with 
a view to enabling and encouraging the members of the society to avail 
themselves more freely of the advantages afforded by the club. The sub- 
scription was fixed at the sum which the society were now asked to alter. 
It was a very ange’ object which the council had in view—namely, to get 
a large number of members to join—and what number had joined? 
Abont 400 members of the society had joined the new club in 1884, when 
the number of members of the society was 2,000 less than at the present 
time, and now that the membership of the club had decreased, and that 
of the society had largely increased, in order to carry out the object of 
1884 they were going to increase the subscription instead of decreasing 

it. He argued that they ought to lower it. He honestly believed that the 
' club existing as it did was not to the interest of the society, and he was 

no means sure there were not members of the council—indeed, he 
ought he might say there were members of the council and of the club, 
who were very much to teke that view of the matter. He then 
suggested that, as the members of the society were not ina position 
to come to any determination upon the motion at present, a copy of the 
bye-laws of the club should be furnished to each of them, and that the 
farther consideration of the motion should be referred to a committee 
composed of two members of the council who are not members of the 


-members of the club to 





club, two members of the club to bs nominated by the committee of thy 
club, and seven members of the society who are not members of the cluh 
to be nominated by the council, to consider whether it was to the interes 
of the society that the club should continue to exist ; but he had no 

the council would take his suggestions into consideration. He had bee, 
ia correspondence with Mr. Hunter, who had informed him that ths 
income of the club was £2,650, and the expenditure £2,770, thereforg 
there was a balance on the wrong side—a deficit of £120. If the coungj 
would issue a circular to every member of the society asking their views ag 
to the club, the replies of an overwhelming majority would be utterly 
against the club and all its doings. However small would be the support 
he would receive at this meeting, it would not indicate the opinion of 
the 6,000 members of the society. 

The Presipent : Do you move anything ? 

Mr. Forp: I oppose the motion. 

Mr. Newman (London) regretted that Mr. Ford had wasted the time of 
the meeting—— 

Mr. Forp rose to order. He asked whether it was in order for a mem. 
ber to say he had wasted the time of the mesting. 

The Presmwznt: I think he is quite in order in saying that the time of 
the meeting has been wasted by the speech you have made on a matte 
which is not at all relevant to the resolution. The facts of the case ar 
simply that some years ago the committee of the club at the request of 
members of the society and at the request of the council, did away with 
the ballot in the hope that more members of the society would becomes 
members of the club, in order that its sphere of usefulness might be 
extended. Unfortunately, those members of the society who in days 
gone by quarrelled with the club because there was a ballot, did not join 
the club, and, therefore, the club committee found it necessary to increase 
the subscription, and they ask the leave of the society to amend their 
rules, which they cannot do without two general meetings, and, un- 
fortunately, the second of the ordinary general meetings was held withia 
three months of the first. Therefore, you are now asked to allow the 
y a little more money than they did previously, 
Mr. Ford has left the , therefore I cannot answer his questions. 

The motion was then carried with two dissentients. 

Mr. Newman moved a vote of thanks to the president, observing 
po this was the first meeting at which he had presided since his 
election. 

a Be motion was carried with acclamation, and the proceedings ter- 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE HONOURS LIST. 


We stated last week that Mr. L. W. Evans, the ‘“‘John Mackrell” 
prizeman, had not been coached for the examination. We are informed 
that he was a pupil of Messrs. Gibson & Weldon for the four months 
immediately preceding his examination. We regret that we were mis- 
informed, and, quite unintentionally, deprived Messrs. Gibson & Weldon 
of the credit attaching to their success. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Gzorcz Manner, solicitor, of Wakefield, died very suddenly on the 
28th ult., in his sixty-ninth year. Mr. Mander was admitted in 1859, and 
in 1882-3 was Mayor of Wakefield. He had not been in good health 
since he occupied the mayoralty, and he had recently been unable to attend 
to his professional duties. On Monday week he appeared to have recovered, 
and went about the city and his duties as usual. In the evening he 
attended a meeting, and afterwards returned home, when he was 
suddenly seized with a fit, fell down, and died in a few minutes before 
medical assistance could be obtained. Mr. Mander leaves a widow, one 
son, and one daughter. He had acted as secretary to the Wakefield 
Chamber of Commerce from its formation, and he had been connected 
with the corporation for a great number of years. He took great interest 
in the Mechanics’ Institution, the School of Art, the Olayton Hospital, 
and many other local philanthropic and educational institutions. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.urion. 


Rozert Hesitx1gz Buckny and Tuomas Avoeustus Ancravs, solicitors 
(Buckby & Angrave), Leicester. July 8. The business will in future be 
carried on by the said Robert Hesilrige Buckby. (Gazette, Aug. 1.] 


GENERAL. 


On Monday, the Royal Assent was given to certain Bills, includin 
Anglo-German Agreement Bill, the Statute Law Revision Bill, an 
Infectious Diseases Prevention Bill. 


In a probate case of Tyler and Another v. the Merchant Taylors’ Co., oB 
the 1st , Sir James observed that this was one of the numer- 
ous cases illustrating what he had often said before—namely, that suits 
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like this would have been prevented if the testator had incurred the trifling 
expense of paying a solicitor to draw his will. 


The Newcastle Leader says that the will of the late Mr. John Ola 
formerly town clerk of Newcastle, has been proved, the ty 
sworn at £728,746. This does not bear out the reputed wealth of the 
deceased, who had long been credited as the richest man in Northumber- 
land. 

The Daily Telegraph says it has been formally reported to Parliament 
that the demolition of the house ——e known as Nos. 1 and 2, Rolls- 
yard, has greatly improved the approach to the Public Record Office in 
Fetter-lane, and tended to facilitate the work of the department. It 
has also unexpectedly skal part of the ancient structure of the Rolls 
Chapel, whick was built by Henry III. for the use of the converted Jews. 
The dlint-work now covering the greater part of the external walls is 

roved to be a thin coating laid on after 1784, and two closed windows 
eat been found on the south side, one of which certainly dates from the 
fourteenth century. The reopening of these windows would be a great 
advantage to the fine monuments of Dr. John Young (a pv. 1516) and Lord 
Kinlosse (a.p. 1610), on the north side of the chapel. 


The following (says the Albany Law Journal) is said to have ee in 
the Cass county (Mich.) Circuit Court during the incumbency of the late 
Judge Blackman. At the hearing of a motion the discussion turned upon 
the interpretation of the word ‘‘nature,’’ as used in the statute which 
uired the nature of the plaintiff's cause of action to be set forth in = 
affidavit before a writ of capias could issue. Lawyer L. was p’ 
with his argument, when the court interrupted him with the following 
query: What are you reading from, sir? L.: From a work on logic, 
your honour. The court: Did you give Brother T. notice that you were 
going to read from a work on logic? L.: Of course not, your honour. 
me court: Are you aware, sir, of the rule of court which’ requires notice 
be aba of matter which would be liable to surprise the attorney on 
theo er side? L.: Yes, your honour; but the rule has no application 
to a matter of this kind. ‘The court: I don’t ef sir, I don’t know. 
I know of —— would surprise Brother T. more than logic, and if 
you havn’t given him notice that you are going to read from a work on 
logic, why I can’t permit you to read it. L proceeded with his argument, 
and presently he was again interrupted by the court. The court: What 
are you reading from now, sir? L.: Green’s Grammar, your honour. 
The court: Did you give Brother T. notice that you were ’ going to read 
from Green’s Grammar? L. (very aeri: Of course not, your honour. 
The court: Well, sir, I know of nothing in this world aside from logic 
that would surprise E Brother T. more grammar, and if you a 
given him notice that you are going to read _ Green’s 
ae permit you to read it, and I shall have to deny your motion wa 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA’'URE, 
Rota C¥ REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANOR ON 


Date. oe Couns Mr. \ Jatin af, ae as 
Monday Augmt «. cvccocee 11 Mr, Geane Mr. Pemberton Mr, aoe 
TUCSdAY seccccscrreereseveree 12 Leach” Ward Rolt 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

i NokTH, STIRLING. KEKEWIOH,. 
onday, August .........11 Mr. Lavie Mr, Pugh Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday’ scscecssseee sereeres 12 Carrington Beal +” Jackson 


The Long Vacation will commence on Wednesday. the 13th day of August, and 
terminate on Thursday, the 23rd day of October, 1890, both days inclusive. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 


Peice.—Aug. 4, at Greensted House, near Ongar, the wife of Howel J.J. Price, 
ter-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 


Jgnxs—InGHaM.—June 14,in Melbourne, Edward Jenks, MAA of the Misti 
ny le, Barrister-at-law, Fellow of King’s College, Cambridge, and Dean of 
‘aculty of Law in the ew of sibourne, to Annie, eldest daughter 
of pneren Aad Ingham, of 
gn woe T 2, at Worthing, Sussex, James Henry Nichols. B,A.. 
-» Camb., and of the Pwd coupe. to bem - youngest daughter of 
the late Risherd Hassall, D., of Richmond and London. 
PADDISON—RATCLIFF. mae wg 2, at a Richard Paddison, M.A,, Balliol 
Daniel tg Oxford, Barrister-at-Law, to Jane Milner (Lily), eldest daughter of 
Rowlinson Ratcliff, J.P., of 24, Lancaster-gate, and of Great Alne, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ALpansior Brewery Oo, Liurrep—Chitty, J, has fixed Gotarday, Aug 9, at 1), 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an Official liquidato: 


CARDIFF AND NEWCASTLE STEAM 
J, dated July 22, it was ordered that 


SreAM OoaL ered Liurrep—Byan bas gad made by Chitty, 
the has 


Axed Monday, Aug il, a¢ 12, at his chambers, for the appointment aay oplolal 

editor "Dieiew & Co, Martin’s lane, solors for pours 

OLBMENT SuiTH & Co, LrmtrED—Creditors are required, on or me Deters Aug 6, to 
send their names and addresses, and the alars of their de or claims, 
to Mr Wallace Loverlige 66, Chancery lane Goldring & oe Abshurch 

lane, solors for liqu 


tor 
C Witson & Co, LiwTep — by Stirting, J, dated dated Jul, gd =~ 
ordered that eyes ane, OL wound up ay bo, & Oo, Fench . a solors 


pas Gant 4: 11, at 12, at his chambers 
Sra Rat os ug 11, at 12, ’ 


EUREKA Co, LimITED —By 
July 22, it was ordered that the company be = up ae he By & ST se wees 


place, solors for petner 
FartTHinG LETTER O —Chi J an order dated July 3, 
yw Thad be official liquidator 


for petner 

Davin StToRER & So: 

for the mae wehowew f of an offi 
REFRIGERATING Co. 


ABD, Co, LIMITED 
appointed oom in Newstead, 17 
Creditors are required. on or before Sept 30, to send theirnames and addresses, 
and the partoniors of their debts or claims, to the above yey A Oct 25, at 
os is nena yaamad for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and cia a 
LEwIs AND Sinccarr Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up. presen 
“Jal 3, prance’ to’ be heard before Lawrance, J, on Wed ¥ —_ 20 
& Co, Copthall bldgs, solors for petner 
Kent County GoLD Ming Co, Limirep—By an order made by N: 
July 19, 2 ok orderea thatthe company be woundup Abbott & Co, 


st, solors for petner 
Pass SynDIcaTe, Liurrep—North, J. by an order dated July 14, conotaie’ 
— Smith, 8, “Old Jew , to be official iquidator ge eh are , 

‘ore Sept 1, to sen ‘their names and addresses, and the Shans of 
their debts or claims, to the above Monday, Oct 27, at 12.30, is yopointed for 
hearing and adj udicating upon the debts and 0a 
Tue BULTFONTEIN MininG Oo, LrimtTEp —Oredito required, on or before 


J, dated 
‘enchurch 





Sept 22, to send their names and add and the Sertiodans of t their debts 
or claims to the liquidators, 16, Holborn viaduct Hoilams & Co, Mincing lane, 
solors for the liquidato: 

TRAFALGAR Oo. Lmnerra —By an an order made b by Onitty, J., dated July 22, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up William: Co, Laurence Pountney 
hill, solors for petnrs 

UNIVERSAL AUTOMATIC MACHINES Co, LimiTED—By an order made by ete 
cones © July 19, it was ordered that the company be wound up 


May, A , Solors for petar 

Weston’s Music Hatt Oo, Luurrep—Credi uired, on or before t 
i. to send their names and ad and ithe » pertioulexs of their ssbte oe 
claims to Mr. H, Newson Smithy 3 albrook 


ee ap ay IN CHANCERY. 

NEWCASTLE, Nor’ RTHUMBER AND DURHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
Socrety—By an order aac by “Chitty, J, dated July 22, it patna ooaees that 
the society be wound up Bonner & & Co, Fenchurch st, agents for Ridley, 
Newcastle on Tyne, solor for petnr 

Re Wrm114M Sg Dray, & Co, Ba nay Reaianem, Lisle st, Latoester. @ 


Oreditors required, on or before Sept 1, to send names 
addresses, and the pertioulane of their debts or claims to J. Ford, 23, College 
hill, Cannon st 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


OCorrreti & Oo, Liuurrep—Peta for visding wp Beorse's, Za 81, directed to 
be heard before the Vice Chancellor, it Hall, Liverpool, on 
pa Aug 11, at 11 Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors for 


the company 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


HUMPHREY CHEETHAM LonGR, Friendly Society, Globe Ton, Bedtord st, Bger- 
ton, Dolson, Lamenstet Suiy 80 y Society, un, Bedford st, Ege 


Loyal IMPROVEMENT LopGs, Friendly Soslety. Greens Arms Ian, Turton 
Higher End, Turton, Bolton, Laucaster July 30 
LOYAL HANT LODGE, Friendly Society, Cross Guns Inn, Egerton, Bolton, 


TRIUMP: 
Lancaster July 80 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ASSOCIATION OF PROPERTY OWNERS, Lrmrrep—Petn for wind 
Aug 1, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on ~~ pee ré] 
Watts & Co, Wood vob Cheapside, solors or petner. 


resented 
jurgoyne- 


= 


Avurum Oo, LimITED— J., has fixed Ai it at 2, at his chambers, for 
appointment of oes a guid spas 
BRIGHT @ Co aS an order made by Btisting. Jy 


PLATINUM PLA’ 
dated July 26, it was salered that the company be wound up Oarter & Barber, 


Austin solors for petner 
Fry Oycre Co, Limirep—By an we made by North, J., dated July 26, it was 
ordered that the voluntery wi nding up of the company be continued 


Speechly & Co, New Inn, solors for petner 

HAWLEY AND Bripewoon, Lim:Tep—Petn for winding up, presented July 31, 
directed to be heard before the Judge sitting in vacation, oa Wednesday, 
Aug 20 Sharpe & Co, New ct, Carey st, solors for petnr 


INTERNATIONAL OAaBLE Co, LimireD—By an order made by S8tirli » Gated 
ony 26, it was ordered that the company be wound up W! & Oo, 
Gresham H “yrs pada. Broad st, petnr’s solors 
NEw ZEALAND A TURAL Co, LiuirED—Chitty, J, has, by an order 


dated 
car! 28, consented’ leary De Dever, 4, Lothbury, to be provisional official liqua- 


a. + * RIGHTON AND County CLUB, Luwrrep—Oreditors are uired, on or 
before Sept 15, to send their names vand addresses, and asa particalars of their 
debts or claims, to Messrs. Styer & Reeves, 68, Middle st, Brighton Nye, 
Brighton, solor for liquidators 

Tue LACHMAN OVERSEAMING SEWING MacHInE Oo, Limrrep—Oreditors 
required, on or before Sept 1%, to send their names and addresses, and the 
—_— of their debts or claims to Andrew Wallace Barr, 12, Pancras lane, 

ueen 8 
THE MIDDLESEX AERATED BREAD AND Rastaveant Co, Lutrrgsp—Creditors are 
required, “. or before a 10, to send their names and addresses, and the 
palciians ¢ of their debts and claims, to John Lord, 3 , Bucklersbury 

Tae Mippiesex Darry Co, Lawrrep— Orediiows are required on or before 

27, to send their names and addresses, the culars of their debts a 


Talons te W Ht Heppell: $5, Perliesont bill ea ad heath 
Tue SovERRIGN ASSETS AND [Rust Co, Lammas —Creceets are required, on or 
before Au i, to send of their claims to a: Seams Horsfield, 60, 


King st, Manchester & Oo, solors for the liquidat 
FRIENDLY SOOIXTY DISSOLVED. 





Avurum Co, Liaitzep—By an order made yp As | J, dated July 26, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up mp &s on, Philpot lane, solors for 


Woorron JUBILgE BansritT Socrery, Infants’ School, Wootton, Oxford July 30 
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NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Aug. 1. 


CREDITORS’ 


Bostock, Samvet Pass, Hyde, Chester, Chemist. Aug 30, Bostock, Hyde 
Brrgetey, WILLIAM HENRY, Halifax, Gent. Sept 22. Lawton, Halifax 
Brown, Nancy, Lyme Regis, Dorset. Sept 15. Powell, Old Burliogton st 


Carvert, Rey Wr114M, Lordship lane, Surrey, Olerk. Aug 30. Bowerman, 
Gray’s inn s 
—— : OHN IN (TEMPLETO ww, Liverpool, Travelling Draper. Sept 1. Gordon 
. Bradfor 
Cuurncu, Jurzen Roserts, Bedford row, Solicitor. Sept 29, Church & Co, 
Bedford r 


Ow 

CoLtEMaNn, WILLIAM JOHN, ®tanley villas, Arlington pk, Turnham Green, Gent. 
Sept1. Button & Co, Henrietta st, Covent Garden 

Cousins, E1IzaBETH, Bath. Septi4. Simmons & Oo, Bath 

CrorTs, Henry Peter, Sompting Abbotts, Sussex, Esq. Sept 15. Ingram & 
Co, Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 

OrvicksHarx, RIcHARD, Birmingham, Chemical Manufacturer. Sept1. Bradley 
& Cuthberteon, Birmineham 

EDWARDS, CHARLES JAMES. Gt Castle st, Regent st, Commercial Traveller. Sept 
15. Powell, Old Burlington st 

EDWAEDS, WIIriaM, Barnwood Houee Lupatic Asylum, nr Gloucester, Gent. 
—_— 14. Simmons & Co, Bath 

Evans, JOHN, Pontypool, Mon, Carpenter. Oct1. Bythway & Son, Pontypool 


GREEN, WALTER, Intake, Hopfeworts. Yorks, Licensed Victualler. Sept 13. 
Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 
GBIFFITHS, SARAH, thcewsbury. Sept 18, Phillips & Co, Nicholas lane 


Hampton, THomas, Cheltenham, Nurseryman. Sept 10. Winterbothsms & 
Gurney, Cheltenham 
Hiaas, Mary, Stoneyrroft, nr Liverpool. Oct1. Lowndes & Co, Liverpool 


HunrTER, JOHN RIDLEY, Enfield, Esq. Sept13. Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
Hussey, ig a Birkdale, Southport, Gent. Sept 30. Addleshaw & Warbur 


x ster 
venetian fields ABTHUR, Redland, Bristol, Aug 31. Soames & Co, Lincoln’s 
Aug 29. Usher, 


Wu11am, Market Weighton, Yorks, Bootmaker. 
Onn sarket We ighton 
Kusy, Saees. \ Withington, nr Manchester, Gent. Sept 29. Diggles & Ogden, 
an 


LEBAIGUE, FRancois Honorz, Langham st, Marylebone, Chocol k 
t 6. Dowson & Co, Bedford ro : row oe 2: ee a 


MIm11Gan, Romane, ningham, Bradford, Stuff Merchant. Sept 80, Gordon 


Mowxs, WiLLIAM, Pendlebury, Lancs, Gent. Sept13. Widdowson, Manchester 

NicHo1is, SAMUEL, Spark Hill, nr Birmingham, Gent. Sept 1. B & 
Outkbertson, Brighton” A ow 

NICHOLSON, by. Aug30. Hopkins & Byron, Ilkeston 

NOBLE, James, Hulme, Manchester, Grocer. Sept5. Minor, Manchester 


bldngs, Gra: 
Pratt, FRANCES +, Birkenhead. Octi. Lowndes & Co, Liverpool 


RayYMOND, SAMUEL, Queen Camel, Somerset, Carpenter. Sept 30. Oash, Castle 
RICKETTS, Y, Hayfield, Derby. Sept18, Needham & Co, Manchester 


ee Ouippent HaprrucH, Yatton Keynell, Wilts, Sept 5. Wood & wary, | | at an incon’ 
| PHRMANENT 
post.—[ADVT.] 


Sarre, ADBERT, Burmantofts, Leeds, Publican. Aug 8 Hemingway, Leeds 
Wit11am, New Windsor, Coal Merchant, Aug 30, Phillips & Ford, | 


indsor 
THAWLEY, Many, Trusley, Derby. Sept13. J. & W. H. Sale & Mills, Derby 
THOMAS, > me FRANELYN, Clifton, Bristo), Sept 4. Danger & Cartwright, 


Aug. 9, 1890, 
THomeson, Wir11AM, Grantham, Stone Merchant. October 1. Thompson & 
Son, Grantham 


Teen, Feeney, Basford, Nottingham, retired Grocer. Sept 30. Truman, Not. 
gham 





VeniTy, BEnsAMun, Regent st, Sanitary Engineer. Aug 30. Robins & Oo, Lin- 
coln’s Inn fields weagee 


VERNON, Hannau, Hulme, Lancs. Aug 30. Gee, Manchester 
Wapovux, MATHILDE, Baker st, Marylebone, Mi'liner. Sept 20. Herbert, Cork st, 
ae grdos 
‘ALLACE, MAS FRENCH, St. James . wie Merchant. Sept 1. Haynes & 
oa *, Marlboro borough chmbrs, Pall Mall 
WARREN, GEORGE, Timperley, Ohester, Farmer. Aug 30. Ges, Manchester 


Youn, Henry, York, Plasterer. Sept 13. Wilkinson, York; and Isle, York 


London Gasette.—TuEsDaY, Aug 5. 
, THOMAS, Olitheroe, Lancs, retired Chemist. Sept 13. 

Sons, Ciitheroe 

Bgenakgp, Lieut. Col. Luke FiTzGeratp, Kingston upon Thames, 
Charlton, Kingston upon Thames 

CALDECOTT, Goanaien Croydon, Surrey. Septi. Harris & Son, Rugby 

Deane, Feances, Ampthill, Beds. Sept 30. Halliley & Stimson, Bedfori 

HAYTER, CHARLES Gucnen, Croydon, Surrey. C B., Col. of Madras Staff Corps. 
Oct 1. Clarkson & Co, al lane, Doctor’s commons, and Grange & 

Wintringham, Gt Grims =, 

Hitz, Many, Compton terr, Islington. Augi2. Hill, Queen Victoria st 

ese eee rd, Kentish Town, Gent. Septii. Peacock, South 

Hormns, N EEMIAH, Bromsgrove, Worcs. Aug 20. Scott, Bromsgrove 

JACKSON, RICHARD, & Veughton, st South, Birmingham. Sept 9. Tarleton & But- 
lin, Birmingham 

LEISHMAN, GRACE ANNA Mant, La Tourelle, Petit Sacconex, Geneva, Sept 10. 
Godden & Co, Old Jewry 

PEARSON, WILLIAM, Tenterden, Kent. Sept1, Mace & Sons, Tenterden 

PRuyS, Soumam, Langfield, Todmorden, Yorks, Draper. Oct 1. 

mo 

PIPER, SxpmasE, GoBinabourne, Kingston, Wilts. Sept 1. Darley & Cumber- 
land, John st, Bedford 

Rosas. Be Sea Sandgate, Kent, Hotel Proprietor, Sept 30. Lewis & Pain, 


SEAGO. hii Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant, Aug 19. Burton & Son, 
Great Yarmouth 
orthern anon Market, King’s Oross, Potato 


Robiason & 
Sept 1, 


Sager, 





» Epwasp, Tunbridge Wells, Esq. Sept 19. Wood & Co, Raymond | 


pager hd os eae Estab. 1875), who also undertake 


SMALES, a EDDELL, Great Ni 
Merchant Septi. Wells, Paternoster ro 
SypDNeEY, Ri, ~ Hon. JoHN RosBEkt, Earl, Freonal, Kent, Sept 10, 
Great Russell st al 
WaTeeee Major-General, Sir Rosert. K.C.8.1., Leamington. Septé6. Bridges 
lo, Re 


Warrens, 


| WEISMAN, WILLIAM SORRELE, Ware, Herts, retired Collector of Inland Revenue, 


Sept 10. Gisby, W: 
ILLIAMS, DANIBL, Penrhiwoeiber, nr Mountain Ash, Glam, Butcher. Sept 13. 
Linton & Kenshole, Aberdare 








If the house in which you live is going to be sold — your head, why not 
urchase it ? Ly hs ose your business by taking the purchase-money out of 
t, and certain] venloat tea oa rrow the money with the foment of having it called in 
e. Get a liberal an advance from the TEMPERANCE 
BUILDING SOCIETY, 4, Tadeute Lill, E.0. Full particulars free by 


WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before peschasins or 
east 


ren a house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroug byan rt 
routings 6 Sanitary En ~~~ f & Ventilation Co., 65, opposite wn Hall, Vio- 
Ventilation of Offices, 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—FRipay, Aug. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banyes, G. P. & R., Streatham, Surrey, Builders | 
bg ag Pet July 8 Ord July 28 

BROWNE, itton, Glos, Licensed | | Stanway, CHAR: 
Victialios Bristol Pot July 30 Ord July 30 

a , Birmingham, Electro Prater | 

on ES, Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


July 28 Ord July 


y 30 
| 'TASSELL, CHARLES, 


| | PaNEHURsr, Epuunp, New Cross rd, De tford, Oil- 
man High Court tp te hy Ord uly 

| pace aula , and K he. ¢ i’ 
Silvertown, yoaex, o- {x tol High Court Pet 


| Scorn, WILLIAM, Bath, Invalid Furniture Manu- 
facturer Bath Pet July 28 be hy 

LES, Newcastle under 6, Groc Kent, 

Hanl ey Burslem, and Tunstall Pet uly 30 Ord Roch: 


Shatbom, Farmer Rochester 


Gomes , Fisherton Anger, Salisbury, 
oal Merchant. y 8at12.45 Off Rec, Salisbury 
eorrwaia Witr1amM GEORGH, Cardiff, Solicitor 
Ane 15 rr 12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
GREEN, HENRY MARTIN, Havant. Hants, Solicitor, 
i 11 at 3.30 166, Queen st, Portsea 
Hopaez, Ravsen, Lower Siaistow, nr Sittingbourne, 
Grocer Augi3at 11.30 Off ‘Rec, High st, 


JACOBSON, SAMUEL, Longton, Staffs, Master Plumber 
Aug9at1o Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 


Day, Writt1aM THOMAS, Bloomsbury £4, Auctioneer Pet July 14 Ord July 
High Qourt Pet Junei7 Ord Jul | TURNER, JOHN, Huaderstel, Mason Huddersfield a, ee tyes Ave ah Le 08 
iN, HARTLEY, Canter’ ary, Lanensed Victualler | Pet July 28 Ord July 2 Lioyp, DAVID, Cardiff. Fitter Aug11at12 Off Rec 
Canterbury Bee July Ne me fin, inal es sat Grimsby Pet ya = ee One 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
otting! ea er | Tea' rimsby et July 29 uly 2 
Dresser Nottingham Pet July 28 Ord July 28 | WILLIAMS. JOHN, Llenfihangel Oroyddin, Cardigan. Lock. S4MURL ARUNDEL, og emf Bp, leemrence 
GRIMSHAW, JAMES, sncheuter, uilder pee | guise, | Farmer Aberystwith Pet July 26 Ord A P 
ter a eee 5 2 ay clerd B , | ig) Se Ma are, re, Oe br nal Pony pom Gems oser Aug 
HN, Darns “td ener arnaley | | Wo OD. t, Rishton, ian Grocer Blackburn 12 at 12 ncoln’s ian 
Pet J = Ord July 29.” Pet cal a 28” Ord July =: MELLOR, Guenae. ig A . Staffs, Accountant 
HIt1iEr, me Taig. Mae Butcher Swindon Clerk Aug 11 at 10.30 County Court, West 


Pet July 900 Ord Jul 


Hopes, , Lower Y ialetow, nr Sittingbourne, 

Kent, Grocer Rochester Pet J uly 29 Ord 

July 29 Aug 12 at 2.80 338, 
Hotmes, Wit114M, and Henry we Bradford, Brxow. IgatauH, — 

**Foiners ‘Bradford Pet July 30 Ord July 30 Off Rec, 28, Sto: 
JENKINS, JOHN, Trecynon, a Grocer Aber- | 


dare’ pordais ser Ord Jul 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
ee” x Le anouthport, Port lorist Liverpool Pet | | Pano. aN 
y ‘wpor 
L&E, Auras, York, Painter York Pet July 98 | 2 
Ord July 28 7 


LEBDHAM, Pagnall, Bucks, 
Upper Wort Leeds, ade Manutactur 
Leeds Pet July’ 28 Ord Jae e 8 Ki | Fae 
Live erpool, Woollen Dr 


Manonry, FRANCIS, 
eamersbant Livergool Pot of A 
ower st, DMAN, OHN OMAS. 
fos Merchant High Court Pet June 26 Ord 


7 Le and ARTHUR FOx, | 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aston, JAMES, Vin negee yd, ag 7 A inne. Pockhindes 
beck, Land A erm ,% 18 at 8 
| DoE, EDWaRD Baviy, Guten Printer Aug 9 at 12 
BLOTTE, agg tee JOSEPH anon, 

‘agnall, ucksS, eae ug 9 @ 
avkruptey Yo nat 
CHARLOTTE 


Troumonger Aug? att Bank- 
ruptcy bldge, Lt Lincoln’s inn 
TTINGHAM, 


ARTHUR, ther 
resser Aug 9 a = 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 


faeate Aug 15 at 11 5, Colmore row, 7, itratiog- 


Bromwich 
PaRRry, Davip, Glanclettwr Cottage, nr Ponshan, 
eee Cardiganshire, Carpenter Aug 9 at 
Rec, Oarmartheg 

ror JAMES, Hargrave Park rd, Junction rd, 
ighgate, cameeey Aug 12 at 1 33, Carey st, 

Fieeains Inn fi 
PLUCKROSE, Paty and Henry OLpreEy, Carlton 
Bridge, Westbourne Park, Builders Aug 14 at 12 
Seen bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoin’s Inn 
Ratpu, AUDSLEY, Leeds, Solicitor Augitatit Off 
Park row, Leeds 
Leeds, Grocer Aug 11 at 12 


Lee 
Sricock, THOMAS, Sere Lancs, Farm Labourer 


a. Newport 


Nottingham, Lea 





Birmingham, Wood 








Zz 











jo, Lin- 


Cork st, 
iynes & 
iter 
York 


inson & 
Sept 1, 


i 


t Corps. 
range & 


, South 


. & But- 
Sept 10. 


Sager, 
Jumber- 
& Pain, 
& Son, 
Potato 
‘arrens, 


sridges 


svenue, 


Sept 13, 


why not 
y out of 
alled in 
ERANOE 
free by 


asing or 
1 expert 
all, Vic- 
Offices, 


Jisbury, 
alisbury 
_ 


clicitor, 


bourne, 
High st, 


Plumber 
yme 

1.30 Off 
Off Rec, 


surance 
2in’s inn 


er Aug 


ountant 
+, West 


*onshan, 
Aug 9 at 


stion rd, 
arey st, 


Carlton 
zidati2 
n’s Inn 
tit Off 
it at 12 


sabourer 


Church 
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WILLIAM, ane, Stove grate Manu- 
Bocce, \ ‘Aug 12 at 2 Off Reo, Figtree lane, 


Shemield 
TRODD. , Woe a ap hy Ipswich, Grocer Aug 
9a Ree, I 
TURN JOHN, Bud eal, Mason A 11 at 3 
Fini & & Son, Solicitors, Hudderefie eal 
WaLizE, Epwiy, ——- court, Bilt Discounter 
Aug Bat 11__ 83, Carey st. Lincoln’s Inn fields 
WALtLzeE and HARCOURT, New Bridge st, Public- 
pours — Aug 8 at 12 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s 


ARCHIBALD, Bessborough st, Pimlico, 
mogiel Agent Aug 8 at 1 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s Inn fields 
Wetts, Wr.114mM AsHNESS, Webber st, Blackfriars, 
ue Aug 8 at oa Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 
si 
wast. ROBERT BR, Luton, Chathan. Horse 
Se IE, Aug 14 at wtL80 Off Rec, High st, 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Wir11aM PuRKINS, Ramsgate, Bootmaker 
eg Lg 

N, JOHN Bray, Ww olswo! aves 

vey SO Barn: i Ona Tuly - 


staple Pet May 28 
-- Licensed sensed Vistusiler 


N, HARTLEY, Canterbu: ary. 14 
Genter bury Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
FRETTINGHAM, ARTHUR, Nottingham, = ay 
Deeseet Nottin ham Pet at July 28 Ord July 


hill, Spineter 
High ¢ Court t Pet June13° Ord July 29 
HENSHALL, J! ma Gardener Barnsley Pet 
suly 29° Ord J 


"rea Butcher Swindon 


Lincoln’s Inn fie 
ALEXAND 





bourne. 
July +9 
| HENRY Suly 29 Or Bradford, 


Pet Juty 29 Ord July 30 





Horn, C P. H Grocer 8t 
Albans Pet July at 0rd Suiy so 
JENKINS, JOHN —— Grocer Aber- 


dare Pet sion ora J 72 
ag * oe zag. Dow moent, © orist Liverpool Pet 


LAMBERT, a J Gateshead, formerly Wholesale 
at Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 22 Ord 


Lae, ay ht York, Painter York Pct July 28 
Ir 

y Ady ARUNDEL, anger em A lane, = ~~ 
Broker High Court Pet May 29 Ord J 

PS, JAMES, Kingston upon Hull, Beer a 
Keeper Kingston upon Hull Pet July 14 Ord 


Pounren, ~——— GEORGE, Flower Market, Covent 
out h Court Pet Ju'y 22 


SomAs sigoinaeen, Tailor 
Blackburn Pet — 
Baten, Avguae upauay, Leeds, Solicitor a A Pet July 


Boose, Wrtsas, > Bath. Invalid Ly ay Manufac- 
Bath PetJuly 28 Ord Jul 
ah 4 THomas, M ma, 
Liverpool Pet J 
A. un 


BTANWAY, e, Groce: 
urslem, and Tunstall Pet aly’30 ord 


July 30° 

‘ASSELL, CHARLES, Steethvens Farmer Rochester 
Pet July 14 Ord July : 

uddersfield, out ¢ 


TaYLoR, THOMAS 
business 18 Ord Jul 


jeom, Ym Farm Labourer 


Huddersfield i, Hy Jul 
a LIONEL REGINALD, Wells st, Oxfo ty 
> High Court Pet July 8 Ord 


8 
TURNEE, JOHN, Huddersfield Mason Huddersfield 
Pet July 28 Ord { 
WALKER, THOMAS, se in Furness, PF ebecconte 

Barrow in onan Pet June 21 “Ord Jul 
WrEsToBy, JA Scunthorpe, Lites, W + 
. suit Men Phartda inet Cee iti, Cardigan- 

ILLL ° gel 0; » Car 
‘armer Aberystwith Pot July 2% Ord 


Woow, a aun, Rishton, Lanes, Grocer Blackburn 
Pet July 2% OrdJ 
Youna, ROBERT Dyxo%, 8 + A ne = wr 
Victualler King’s Lynn Pet Ord 
July 28 
London Gazette.—Touxspay, Aug. 5, 
ae ORDERS. 
Birp, ASHLEY. marth, Siem, Surgeon Oardiff 
Pet J uly a Ord July 31 
Cormack, GEORGE, Newcastle on Tyne, Chemist 
. Newcastle on Tyne Pet Ama af Ord July 31 
*— Sarat Neuilly, Paris sieaatne- 
High Court Pet =: 10 o Oed Sale 
— gp Yo ArTHuR, Qhoriton upon Medlock, 
copes, Salesman Manchester Pet Aug 1 
Ord Aug 1 
Everarp, Joun MuitxEr, Earl Shilton, Leles. late 
as ; ufacturer Leicester Pet July 31 
r y 


Goss, Jonn, Tiverton, pr Baker Exeter Pet 

oe $1 OrdJuly . 
TLEY, }JOHN, Canterb Fiehmonger Canter- 
bury Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 ste 

Haywzs, H gouy, , Flymouth, jae East 

Pet J ey 

Hoong mes pat dangly ris, ‘Carnarvonshire, 

Quarryman Bangor met rrryl Ord Augi 








me, BENJAMIN JOHN, Protea, Milliner Shef- 
Pet J Ord J 
ieee Bomane Mameen Upuel, Norfolk, x = gr 


PLUMB, 
Ord July a Agent ‘King’s Lynn Pet July 31 
FREDERICE, Freeman’ Southampton, 
Dairyman Southampton Pet July 31 Ord 
REDSTONE, CHARLES, Southampton, Land Agent 


pton, 
A 
“—e, & nr Wakefield, Joiner 
Wakefield Pet Augi d Aug i 
WittiaM = TERRY, OHARLES 
Canterbury, Builders S.A. Pet 


July at Ord July & 

UBSHA W Hanwell, Chemist 
Brentford Pet Ji ly 3 t os og aly ot 
Wuirs, WIL1LI4M, penne Baker 

wan “Brighten yey Gea Aug 


Cantle Gy. 
Builder Wandsworth Pet July 14” 14 Ord July ai 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALDERSOY, JoB, Goswell rd, Clerkenwell, bya 
Manager Aug 13 at 12 33, Carey st, coln’s 


inn 

Bats, J H & Son, Dudley. Builders Aug 12 at 12 
Dudley Arms Hotel, Dudley 

BiGNotD, Hzrpert, Olapham Common gardens, 
Archirest Aug 18 at 11 24, Raitway anproach, 
London 


Boswoase. FREDERICK WIL71AM. Wolverhampton, 
Boot Dealer cons 12 at il Off Rec, 25, Colmore 


Birmingham 
Brow JoHN, Han Bitton, Glos, Licensed 
Vitulsr A aos Off Reo, Bank chmbrs, 


—— gE Davies st, Berkele > er 
amAue 18 at 11 = nt, Lincoln's ion ” 


CoLLinGs, THOMAS ton, pom, Somrever Aug 13 
at 12 2 Of a z Pavilion ion bids. 1 righton 

OormMack, G: ue bd Een on Te Chemist 
aus, 14 at 2.30 lane, Newcastle on 


EvEnAED, JOHN MILLER, Earl Shilton, Leicester, late 
H Aug 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
84, Friar lane, 


Leicester 
FRENCH, JOSEPH. Kidderminster, Boot Dealer 
» at 1.30 spre & Weston, Solicitors, Riades, 


GoupMax , DORA, Meuninetaser A 
13 at 11 OF ee ae Pa puigper " 


row, Lee 
Goes om Tiverton. Devon, —. , 13 at 10 
Gum 5a Ti; fae Beats Taira A 
|A'VID, n Tesser 
i2at 10 Of Rec. Dudley Ke 
HILtiER, a as, Caine Witte, B Butcher Aug 13at3 


JACKSON, Santen, Putney Bridge parade, Putney, 
baton ny Wesenegeoeen ae 12 at 11 24, Reail- 
proach, London 
was. WriitaM. Southport, 5 Hloriet Aug 14 at 2 
ONG R Rec, 35, Victoria st, Livempen 


Manony, EpWArD peeve Woollen Mer- 
chant Augi8at2 Off , 25, Victoria st, Liver- 


Morzis, Harry, Du Worces, Builder Aug 12 
‘at 10.80 Off Rec, ” - 


PR108, FREDERICK, Freemantle, Sou ton, Dairy- 

man ton 14 at 11 Off Ree, 4, 4 st, South 
amp 

PRICHARD, HENR . Sewwane, Aldershot, Captain 
the Royal Scots (Lothian Rem) Aug is at i 
24, Railway approach, a 

RICHARDS, JOSIAH PHILLIPS. Melbou antl e, East 
Dulwich, Accountant = 13 atl 33, gk st, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Scott, JoHN, Portland rd, South Norwood, Baker 
Aug 18 at 12 24, Railway a np. London Bridge 
Scorr, WILLIAM, Bath, Invalid 
turer Aug 13 at 1 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
SHEPHERD, TrmoTHY, Sheen Surrey, Domestic 
Machinist Bridewe 12 at 12 24, way approach, 
London Bri 
SIncLaIr, CHARLES Fe ad atd Duncan SYDNEY 
Sinciarr, Foley st, Langham st, Licensed Vic- 
fasiiers Aug 14at11 383, Oarey st, Lincolo’s inn 


mares tr CHARLES, Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer 
Augisat3 Off "Rec, Newcastle uuder Lyme 


STark, JOHN Gupeee. Weston su 
ug 12 at 10.30 Brketol Ane’ Arms rete, 


T. CHARLES, Chatham, Farmer Aug 14 at 12 
Of tec, High st, Rochester = 
Woon, SAMUEL, cs, Grocer Aug 12 at 
2.15 County Oona Boe Bink ben . 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bane, juus, Starbeck, Youks, Land Agent York 


ge 
Betabton Jeweller 
savas, THOMAS Pet July #1 0 Ord A r 
Oounniar, ILLIaM, Sit bourne, Ken 
say t Merchant Rochester PetJune 12 O 
Gray, Wittimm, Old Hall Oroft, nr Darlington, 
Inventor Stockton on Tees and Miidiesborough 
Pet June 24 Ord July 30 
Hatximay, Joun, and CHaRLEs WiLL1AM HoLMss, 
ont 1 spamemuennee Bradford Pot July t 


HARTLEy, car, Canterbury. Fabmen x Oanter- 
bury Pet Augi Ord Aug 29 





Howe) Moar of Sani” Began “bo Say 


~ ag = Lianberis, Carnarvonshire, 
sag Bangor Pet Augi Ord Augi 
¥ Plasterer Bristol Pet July 24 Ged hnet tn 
Page a any al Sess Be 
May? Ord July 31 


Repstonz, CHARLES, Southampton, Land Agent 
mee theres Ae Ord Aug i oa: 
° A ton 
“its iis 


sroxes, Ouanias, and Pampenicx Ouanins Boxes, 


Fito F Pet July 4 Ord July 31 aes 


Teste, WILLIAM, Alv nr Wakefield, Joiner 
Mt Pot Ang 1 Aug i 
ba Oanterbury, Builders a, Pet 
July 31 Ord July 31 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Aug. 11.—Mesers. BAKER & Soxs, in a uee on 
the Estate, at 2 o'clock, Plots of ——s juilding 
Land (see July 28, p. 688 

Aug. 15.—R. AO Eeq., - Se] E.C., at 

10 ae ‘reehold 

Property (see TL. FL. 2,D. Mes. 





The Subscription to the Soutctrors’ JOURNAL is 
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Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, t 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


LAs -—Great Geving— at 


fee ar ae shat DyataGrty, nd cs 





‘gene & Lastians, 8, Onichester 





CHAMBERS. — Lofty 
Offices to be Let at Lonsdale 
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THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Lib. IV. 


ALEXANDER CrossMAN, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & 


road, W.C. 
ee wie, Esq. (Messrs. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 
Meesrs. Torr, Jenowey®, Gribble, & Oddie), £8, 


Henry Epwakp Grreerez, Esq. 
ord-row. W.O., and 19, 
JOHN ARTHUR ILIFFE, - (M 


arliament-street, 


essrs. lliffe, Henley, & Sweet), 2, Bedford-row, W.C. 


LIMITED. 





DIRECTORS: 

Prichard), 16, Theobald's- 

Lincoln’s-inn, W.O. 
FRANK ROWLEY PARKER, 


RICHARD 


12. New-court, Carey-: 
8.W. 


PENNINGTON, 
64, FF et honk Rory 





GxorGce Epwakp Lake. Esq. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square, 


essrs. 8. , Parkers, Pritchard, & Sh 
are Bg W.C., — 9 9, Bridge-street, Westminmer 4 


3 og, _(ufeaaen Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 





The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable 


among themselves, to ensure the eho efficiency in all 


Solicitors, by co-operation 
beamches of their Law 


Stationery work, and to share in the profits g therefrom. before delivery. 
After setting aside a reserve and a 6 cent. pre =e rential ) Oustone dividend, The Society does not 
the PROFITS are divided between (a) Shareholders and (5) Customers, being 


Solicitors whose accounts amount to £100 per annum (less payments), until the 
Zurmer have received 12 per cent. in all, after which such Customers take the 


whole residue. 





Branches. 
Now ready, price 2s. 6d., postage 3d. 


In addition, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price List, 
and the Society supplies goods on account and without requiring payments 


ve legal advice or transact any work which is required 
by law to be done by a duly-qualified Solicitor. 


Price Lists forwarded post-free on application to any of 


the Society's 


HANDBOOK on the FORMATION and REGISTRATION of JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES. By TYRRELL T. PAINE, Barrister-at-Law. 
51 anp 62, CAREY STREET, W.C., 12, NEW COURT, CAREY STREET, W.C., 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C., anp 27, CANNON STREET, E.O. 
SECRETARIAL AND GENERAL OFFIOES, 51 anv 52, CAREY STREET, W.O. 


W. H. 8. SHIRLEY, Secretary. 














NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT COMPANY 
(Instituled 1837) 
For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent RevVersions, Life Interests, and 
Policies of Assurance on Lived. 
Orrice—63, OLD BROAD STREET, LONDON, E.O. 









DIRE 
LONSDALE, Esq. 
Cc. W. 


P. 
Epwarp 
The 

WALTER, 













CTORS : 


Deputy-Chairman—AUG. W. GADESDEN, Esq 


’ » 28d. 


‘WILDE, bse ca Esq. 


essrs, s—Meesrs, ILIFFE, HENLEY, & SWEET, Bedford-row. 


Forms for submitting Proposals f for Sale may be obtained at the Offices of the Company. 


G. A. RENDALL, Szcrerary. 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1690. 


MESS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, | 
FARMER, ¢ BRIDGEW R beg to an- ; 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 


oe 


Investments, Town, eet and Cee Houses, 
Business Premises, Buil ,» Ground- Rents, 
ares, and other 
d at the AUCTION M 





dvowsons, Reversions, Stake 3 
'roperties be 














~ 


City of 


A 
Tres Aug 1 12 


rt can also be held on other days, in town | 

°r country, arrangement. Messrs. Deben- 

ham, pom. Tews. sions for & Bridgewater undertake 
Feats. of 


— ¥ other pur- 
Kimber, Growing “Crepe, Se. Detallen Lints of Ta. 
Tops, c. of In- 

—— © ing Q 


on, a as follows :— 


Tues, Oct 7 


Tues, por 18 
Tues, Oct 21 


Tues, Dec 9 








aluers, 60, Cheapside, London, E.O, 





scene. DEBENHAM, TEWSON,) 


SES to be SOLD or LET, including | 


& BRIDGEWATER’ 8 LIST f 
hi puSe.. r 
Romie’ Reston, ces, i. Ren 
Rents, 


Town and Country Residen 

cating “Quarters, Farms, Ground 

Charges, Hse Property and Investments generally, 

on the first day of each month, an 

Sect ceases, 2 thete 40 Chen capeide| 

Will be sent by post in 
for insertice should be be received not 

days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


TL xcoew 8 INN FIELDS.—Chambers or 


Ut 


ae 


C., or 








OUTHSEA.—A Gentleman is willing to 
Let his well furnished Residence (close te the 
Feooption roomy "with urual domamie. bath, and 8 
usual domestic offices ; small 

terme $ guineas per. per week.— Address, 8., 6, 





BoM ising yeoteson and BOLIOES ORS , le: 
al Cham 


will ABT, | 
enhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, in the | 


m, | 
Estate Agents, | 


retarn for two stamps.— 
thar 


iT aw UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
-RANCE COMPANY. 


pas: wd — YEAR 1854, 


126, CHANCERY I CANE, L LONDON, W.0. 


City Branch— 
1, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.O. 


LiFE DEPARTMENT, 
‘ mi meen attention is drawn to the following 
eatures :— 

1. The Reversionary Bonus agtet & to Policies on 
| young lives at the last division of profits was equal 
| to ona whole of the premium paid during the Quin- 

men 
. Whole World and Unconditional Policies egrentes 
without extra premi special ca’ 

; oe are payable coy knees ht on proof o! of death 
and title 


FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Private Houses and E Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
| Serpoundings, ured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 


| each £ 

Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
| tion insured at a premium of 2s. . cent. 

Loans sions and Life 


on 
nnn we peers. vies nulies —— 
ospectuses and ey ormation ma: 
| obbaieed from rel -d 
R. nape S WATSON, 


ral Manager and Secretary 


BLISHED 1861. 
 paseect BANK. Southampton- build- 
jogs Chas ry dene. poten per CENT. IN- 
| TERES 


able on 4 
| mand. TWOper CENT. re OORREN PA000 
| when pee wn below £100, aren SHA. 
| and AN UITIES purchased and sold. ” BAVING: 
| OePaARIMENT: For the encouragement of Thrift 
the Bank receives vag sums on and allows 
Interest at rate of ER OENT. per 


annum, leted £ 
eBANOIS HAVENSOROFT, Manager. 


Tow ‘> PURCHASE A HOUSE FOR 
ND 2 UINEAS PER MONT. PLOT 
OF LAND ¥OR PIVE SHILLINGS P. Wa Bon TH. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANAOK, with full particu- 
lars, a free. 


FRANOIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager, 
Southampton- buildin es, Chancery- iano. 








Boks BOUGHT.—To Executors, Bolici- 
Fadl yO &c.-HENRY SOTHERAN 

PURCHASE Lip 
in town or country, 
the utmost value a, cash; also value for 


ie | 




















ACHTING ORUISE round the UNITED 
KINGDOM.—The ORIENT COMPANY will 
despatch their steamship ‘*Garonne” from London 
oa 6th September, and from Leith, on 8th September, 
for a three poke Vt a page visting Severson, Eis Kirk. 
wall, 2 _ ? oa i Ross) i a =~ Clyde, 
Belfas ndon ~~ ag erick, Ban us 2 ‘ay (for 
Killarney). Queenstown, and Plym re 


hest order. 

agers, .. 13, Fenchurch-avenus, 
E.C.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & OO., 5, Fen- 
church-avenue, E.C. For terms and further pa: 
lars apply to the latter firm. 


AOHTING CRUISE to the LEVANT 
and CRIMEA.—The ORIENT COMPANY 

will despatch their same —t mborazo,”’ 8,°41 
000 horse- com London on 30th 

A for a 45 9) GTSE to the Mediterranean 
lac! A mg Syracuse, 
Firceus (for Sebastopol, 
Balaclava. Yalta (for ‘ivadia) Mudania (for Brusa) 
Gib: The month of September is con- 
Crimea. The * Chim. 





EEN & CO., 13, Loncharsh-aveous, 
» AW ERSON, & OO., 5, Fen- 
particu. 


E.C ; 
rms and further 


church-avenue, B.0. 
lars apply to the latter are. 


ORWAY. —GRBRANTON to BERGEN 

“Flee Wareepuns Wall ond Puassnges Beersoe 

Bai raNNis NIA. Returning from Bergen every Mon- 
jay, 5 p.m. 





Fares: £4 Single, £3 fae Ipctatic cee: 

and &teward’s Kees). 
Full p orvies, Graig, Ly "Bo. New: 
Go., 5, 


castio-ce-Tyne; ane Re mn, 
Bernard-street, Le ith, reyen, Mids Pier, Granton. 


ORWAY.—NEWOASTLE-ON-TYNE to 
BERGEN.—NEW NORWEGIAN ROYAL 
Government Contract) and PAS- 


‘*MEROUR” or * RAGN- 
DAY. TO BERGEN, 
WEDNESDAY, 
RDAY. Return- 
AYS, SUNDAYS, and 
throughout elec 

logle, £5 sol 26 it (includ- 
ing Provisions and ay oetded wees) . Return ‘rickets 

avails sheongheus 


. procured: beforehand from 
& Oo., Newcastle-on-Tyne, 








BORIES, ORAIG, 
Agents. 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE eA} maxens, 


BY SPHOIAL ARPOINTMENT, 
Io Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTER 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law W: bar | Gowns for Registrars. coum Clerks 
ati and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND ‘ouenay GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1699, 


94 OHANOERY LANE LONDON. 
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